Concordia 


Theological Monthly 


Vol. VII JANUARY, 1936 No. 1 














Testifying the Gospel of the Grace of God.* 


Whenever St. Paul had occasion to speak of his work in the 
Christian ministry, his thoughts dwelt on one subject: “The Gospel of 
the grace of God.” At a conference at Miletus he characterized his 
ministry thus: “None of these things move me, neither count I my 
life dear unto myself, so that I might finish my course with joy and 
the ministry which I have received of the Lord Jesus, to testify the 
Gospel of the grace of God,” Acts 20,24. On the present occasion we 
cannot, and we would not, speak on any other subject. Let us single 
out this particular point: The great need, the one great need, of the 
Church is “the Gospel of the grace of God.” 

The Church owes its existence to the Gospel of the grace of God. 
And it could not exist for one moment without it. Offering the sinner 
the forgiveness of sins gained by Christ, the Gospel produces and 
preserves the saving faith, and by magnifying this wondrous love of 
God, it produces the Christian life. In the words of Dr. Pieper 
(Chr. Dog., II, p.18): “The gratuitus favor Dei propter Christum, 
brought to us in the Gospel, is the immovable heaven of grace spread 
out over the Church, under which the Christians live and work by 
faith. Gazing upon this heaven of grace, faith comes into being, is 
preserved, and becomes a ‘living, energetic, active, mighty thing’ 
(Luther, XIV, 99).” We Christians owe everything to the grace of 
God. It is the one source and the rich source of all comfort and joy. 
When the sinner, when the Christian, realizes his utter unworthiness 
and absolute helplessness, the Gospel speaketh in this wise: “By grace 
are ye saved, ... not of yourselves, . . . not of works,” Eph. 2,8 f. — 
sola gratia. When we anxiously inquire by what right the just God 
receives the sinner into His favor, the Gospel speaketh in this wise: 


* The following address, delivered October 25, 1935, in the chapel of 
Concordia Seminary on the occasion of Dr. L. Fuerbringer’s jubilee, is 
offered here in place of the customary Foreword to the ConcorDIa 
THEOLOGICAL MonTHLy. The sole business of our periodical is to testify 
the Gospel of the grace of God. — Ed. Note. 
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Ye are “justified freely by His grace, through the redemption that is 
in Christ Jesus,” Rom. 3, 24— favor Det propter Christum. And to 
him who, happy in the joy of salvation, has but one more wish, the 
eager desire to have his fellow-men share in his bliss, the Gospel 
speaketh in this wise: “Preach the Gospel to every creature,” Mark 
16, 15. “The grace of God that bringeth salvation hath appeared to 
all men,” Titus 2, 11— gratia universalis. The grace of God in 
Christ is everything to the Church. And so much does she make of 
the truth that her righteousness is Christ that it has become her very 
name. “This is the name wherewith she shall be called: The Lord 
Our Righteousness,” Jer. 33,16. That means, as a theologian who is 
still among us, near and dear to us, points out: “The Church of God 
is set before us as a monument of joy, and the name that she bears, 
the mark by which she is known, is the name of her Savior, Jehovah 
Zidkenu, the Lord Our Righteousness.” (Lehre und Wehre, 74, p. 145.) 
The Gospel of the grace of God is the Church’s all. In it she lives and 
moves and has her being. 

The Gospel supplies every want of the Church and can remedy 
every evil that afflicts her. For instance, the Church is groaning 
under the divisions which the errorists have caused in the visible 
Church. The heart of every Christian is set on the removal of this 
eurse. And the only power that can heal the hurt is the Gospel 
of the grace of God. Says Luther (V, 1170), and after him the 
Formula of Concord (Trigl., p.917): “If this only article remains 
pure on the battle-field, the Christian Church also remains pure and 
in goodly harmony and without any sects; but if it does not remain 
pure, it is not possible that any error or fanatical spirit can be 
resisted.” The reason is this: “Hs kann keine Ketzerei die Gnade 
Gottes leiden.” (Luther, III, 1692.) The errorist, at heart, hates the 
article that man is saved, converted, justified, by grace alone. 
(Cp. Walther, Law and Gospel, p.163.) And, conversely, the heart 
that lives in the grace of God kann keine Ketzerei leiden. It cannot 
bear any false teaching. For, since the article of the grace of God 
is the heart and center of the entire Scriptures, any denial of any 
Scripture-teaching will in the end vitiate this article. And that the 
Christian cannot stand.— How shall the disrupted Church be re- 
united? Let the Gospel of grace rule in theology and rule in the 
hearts; then men will not only be able to detect the particular error, 
but will also be ready and determined to cast it out of their hearts, 
out of theology, out of the Church. ; 

The Church’s one great need is the Gospel of the grace of God, 
and so, in the second place, she needs a ministry which is able and 
willing to testify and teach it. And the Gospel itself supplies this 
need. No man becomes a minister of the Gospel of himself. It is not 
an easy matter to testify and teach the Gospel of grace. That arouses 
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the opposition and enmity of well-nigh the whole world. The whole 
Pelagian world is up in arms against it. The Pelagian world of 
Paul’s days was determined to silence this testimony. Paul could 
testify the Gospel of grace only at the cost of bonds and affliction and 
at the daily risk of his life. Moreover, it went against his own 
Pelagian flesh and blood. It needed the power of God to turn the 
Pelagian Pharisee Paul into a minister of the Gospel of grace. It was 
the power of God which made the Semi-Pelagian, Catholic Luther 
a preacher of the righteousness which is of faith, by grace. And this 
compelling, gently compelling, force inheres in the Gospel itself. 
It was the Gospel which won the heart of Paul and thereby at once 
enlisted his mind and tongue and pen in its service. The joy of 
salvation which it brought to him must be brought to others. “Salva- 
tion unto us has come by God’s free grace and favor” — we cannot 
keep that song locked up in our hearts. The earth must be filled with 
the psalm of sola gratia, gratia universalis. The Gospel of grace 
produces its own heralds. The pastors who had met there in Miletus 
were facing the same difficulties and struggles that Paul had en- 
countered, and he tells them: “I commend you to God and to the 
Word of His grace, which is able to build you up,” Acts 20, 32. 

The Gospel produces the men the Church needs, and the Church 
needs men who live for the Gospel and are ready to die for it. Such 
men, dedicated to the Gospel, live in the Gospel. It is their daily 
meditation. They pray, says Luther, that “the Holy Ghost may so fill 
their hearts with it that they busy themselves with it all the day long, 
that they retire with these words at night and rise with them in the 
morning.” (XI, 1103.) Further, “a preacher of the right sort studies 
and teaches this article above all and at all times; for on this article 
depends the true knowledge of God and our salvation.” (VIII, 798.) 
A preacher of the right sort knows only one thing. Paul “determined 
not to know anything save Jesus Christ, and Him crucified,” 
1 Cor. 2,2. Whether he preached in the market-place, or wrote epistles 
to the churches, or trained men for the ministry, or supervised their 
later work, his one interest lay in the Gospel of grace. Such a min- 
ister has no time to waste on anything that does not very positively 
serve the Gospel of grace. Other studies may gain him the plaudits 
of the learned, other activities arouse the admiration and enthusiastic 
support of the secularistic and legal-minded masses. But none of 
these things move him. Finally, he jealously guards the purity of the 
Gospel of grace as the one treasure of the Church, the only hope of 
the sinner. He would rather cut off his right hand than write down 
one word in support of the teaching that there is something in man, 
some activity, some disposition, that merits, or accounts for, the sin- 
ner’s conversion. He would rather have his tongue paralyzed than 
have it say that God would not have all men to be saved. He will not 
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commit the crime of closing the door of heaven to any sinner and of 
robbing the troubled believer of his needed comfort. What does the 
Church need? Her prayer is: Lord, give us men who testify the 
Gospel, the full and pure Gospel. 

The Church needs to have the Gospel of grace preached to her, 
preached, in the third place, in the Lutheran way. There are not 
different kinds of Gospel — the Catholic gospel, the Reformed gospel, 
the Modernist gospel, the Lutheran gospel. There is but one Gospel- 
salvation because of Christ, salvation by grace alone, salvation for all. 
And this Gospel is preached by the Lutheran Church in all its fulness 
and purity. She has maintained the article of grace in all its parts 
and aspects, in all its bearings and relations. Her enemies bear witness 
to that effect. For on that account they are her enemies. They blame 
her just for this. The liberal bodies hate the Lutheran Church for 
teaching the gratia Det propter Christum. The Catholic and Arminian 
churches blame her for teaching the sola gratia. The Calvinistic 
churches call her to account for teaching the gratia universalis. This 
is the verdict of the adversaries. “This blessed doctrine [of the right- 
eousness of faith in Christ], the precious holy Gospel, they call Lu- 
theran.” (Apology. Trigl., p. 327.) Yes, whatever belongs to the 
Biblical doctrine of saving grace the Lutheran Church teaches. She 
will not relinquish one iota of it. “Of this article nothing can be 
yielded or surrendered, even though heaven and earth and whatever 
will not abide, should sink to ruin.” (Smale. Art. Trigl., p. 461.) 
She cannot do otherwise. She will not go against God’s eternal truth. 
She solemnly declares: “We have said in the Confession that the 
remission of sins is received freely for Christ’s sake, through faith. 
Tf this is not the very voice of the Gospel, if it is not the judgment of 
the eternal Father, which Thou who art in the bosom of the Father 
hast revealed to the world, we are justly blamed. But Thy death is 
a witness, Thy resurrection is a witness, the Holy Ghost is a witness, 
Thy entire Church is a witness that it is truly the judgment of the 
Gospel that we obtain remission of sins, not on account of our merits, 
but on account of Thee, through faith.” (Apology. Trigl., p. 423.) 

The one need of the Church is the Gospel of grace, and the more 
fully this Gospel is preached, the better her need is supplied. If the 
voice of the Lutheran Church were hushed, that is to say, if the Gospel 
of grace were no longer preached in its fulness and purity, the Church 
would suffer great spiritual loss. Amplifying this, Dr. Krauth de- 
clared: “As our Church has been needed in the past, so she is needed 
in the present. She is needed not only for her motherhood to her 
own children, but for the great wants of Christendom and of the 
world. She is needed as a witness to that doctrine which is conceded 
in terms by the whole Protestant world, but which is invaded primarily 
or by necessary inference by every system which is at war with ours — 
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the doctrine of justification by faith. Inadequate views of the person 
and work of Christ; false views of election and reprobation; of the 
means of grace; of the Word and Sacraments; of the mode and 
subject of Baptism; of the nature of the validity and efficacy of the 
ministry — all are in conflict, covertly it may be, but really, with the 
true doctrine of justification by faith. Romanism and Ritualism 
directly assail it; Rationalism destroys it; Fanaticism, sometimes 
with an affectation of zealotry for it, confounds justification by faith 
with justification by sensation and leads the patient to rest, not on 
the old, eternal promise, but on a new personal observation. No Church 
holds the doctrine of justification by faith in that consistent integrity 
and harmonious relation within itself and with all other doctrines in 
which it is held and confessed in the Lutheran Church.” (The Lu- 
theran Diet, 1877, p. 48.) 

Finally. One of the instrumentalities through which the Lutheran 
Church fulfils her God-given mission is our Concordia Seminary 
together with its sister seminaries throughout the world. In view of 
the nature of the present celebration a few remarks on this point will 
not be out of place. Concordia Seminary has one single ‘aim — to fit 
men for the ministry of the Gospel of grace, to graduate men who are 
able and willing to preach it in its purity and fulness. Its first 
president, Dr. Walther, inculcated this from first to last. “The weakest 
graduate, if only he has grasped the doctrine that the grace of God 
in Christ Jesus has appeared for all men, to be received freely, by 
faith, can preach to men in such a way that they are assured of their 
salvation, and that is worth more than all the wisdom and all the 
possessions and treasures of the world. What is all erudition, as 
necessary as it is in its place, compared with the wisdom of God which 
is set forth when but the simple passage is explained ‘God so loved 
the world,’ ete.? Hearing this, all poor sinners rejoice, all the holy 
angels are filled with wonder, and the whole world should sink upon 
its knees and sing Gloria and Hallelujah. If our young preachers 
preach this, they are the men who can start a reformation in our 
country, as indeed in this way a small beginning has already been 
made.” (Proc. Syn. Conf., 1872, p.28.) He told his students: “If you 
preach the Gospel abundantly, ... your people will say: ‘Our minister 
has given us what we could not get anywhere else. He is a true 
Lutheran minister and pours out a great treasure for us every 
Sunday.’” (Law and Gospel, p. 408.) And we know with what burn- 
ing words he adjured the Seminary, at the dedication in 1883, to 
remain true to its charter. (Cf. Lutheraner, 79, p. 372.) The second 
president, Dr. Pieper, ever reminded the Seminary of its high calling. 
In an essay read before the General Body in 1926 he said: “The 
new Seminary buildings here in St. Louis are placed in the service of 
the Christian doctrine of grace. If they did not serve that purpose, 
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they would be nothing but a magnificent idol-temple.” He closed his 
essay with the prayer: “Dear Savior Jesus Christ, graciously grant 
us that we may never betray the alone-saving Christian doctrine of 
grace, but remain faithful confessors of it for the honor of Thy holy 
name and the salvation of man! Amen.” (Lehre und Wehre, 72, 
pp. 266. 329.) By the grace of God, Concordia Seminary to-day knows 
only one thing. The Biblicai doctrine of the grace of God in Christ 
shapes all the courses in its curriculum. It forms the subject of the 
final examinations. Addressing the graduating class of 1933, the 
president said: “We feel sure that you have a clear perception of 
these two central truths of our Church, of the formal principle [the 
sole authority of Scripture] and of the material principle [justifica- 
tion by faith, salvation by grace], and that you confess both by mouth 
and heart as your faith; otherwise we could not with a good con- 
science permit you to enter the ministry.” (Conc. THErou. MontHLy, 
IV, 562). A seminary of this character, in so far as it accomplishes 
its high aim, measures up fully to the needs of the Church. 

And now for the matter at hand. Realizing the need of the 
Church and of the world, we commemorate with gratitude and joy the 
fifty years of Dr. Fuerbringer’s work in the ministry of the Gospel 
of grace. In all these years, in the various positions into which God 
placed him, as pastor of a Christian congregation, as teacher at Con- 
cordia Seminary since 1893 and its president since 1931, as editor of 
the Lutheraner, and as President of the Synodical Conference, making 
full use of the manifold opportunities these positions offered, he has 
been testifying with a loud and sweet voice the Gospel of the grace of 
God; he has been giving all that is in him to supply the one great 
need of the Church. We thank God for the rich blessings this 
ministration has brought to us and countless others. And we pray 
God that the teaching and the example of the jubilarian may inspire 
many with the mind of the apostle: “None of these things move me, 
neither count I my life dear unto myself, so that I might finish my 
course with joy and the ministry which I have received of the Lord 
Jesus to testify the Gospel of the grace of God.” Tu. ENGELDER. 





~~ 
=<—cr 


Der Pietismns. 
(Fortfekung.) 


Sn den , Magdeburger Benturien”, Dem monumentalen Gefchichts- 
wert der Reformationszeit, abgejdhlojjen im Bahre 1574, fchrieb Flacius: 
/»Anjtatt eines Papjtes jpringen ihrer ungabhlige hervor, welche Recht 
umivedfeln und aus Gerichts- in Kirchenfaden treten, in ihren Schranz 
fen nicht bleiben und den Gemeinden die Glaubensformeln mit Schwert, 
Slik und Donner aufdringen. Dagu braucht man einen Haufen Vorz 
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wand. Die Obrigfeit fet custos utriusque tabulae, miiffe den Streit 
fclichten, die unrubigen Rodpfe vertreiben.” Das Pringip, dak das 
Amt deS Worts der Kirche gehirt, dak daher bet Verufung, bzw. Ver- 
febung der Prediger joie bei Ausiibung der Kirchengucht die Gemeinde 
pertreten fein mup, die} Pringip, das in der ,,Wittenbergijden Mefor- 
mation”, 1545, nod) getwahrt wurde, war alfo 1574 gum grofen Teil 
aufgegeben. Das Kirchenregiment fiel in die Hande der Fiirjten. Cin 
Haupizeuge dafiir ijt David Chytraus, + 1600, feit 1551 Profefjor an 
der Univerfitat Roftod, aber befjonders tatig in der WAusbildung der 
firchliden Ordnung in Ojterreich, der Steiermarf und in Meclenburg; 
in Tebterem Lande tourde er 1571 Vorfikender des neugeordDneten Ronz 
fijtoriums und bielt zur Crbffnung desfelben eine getwaltige Rede De 
Iudiciis Ecclesiasticis. Chytraus fagt: ,,Die politici haben auf Lutheri 
Unterricht defto begieriger Das Evangelium angenommen, dak fie das 
Noch dex Vifchofe abtverfen und die Kirchengiiter nehmen diirfen. Yun 
wollen fie aber jebt nicht mehr auf die Kirdhendiener fehen und iiber 
alle urteifen. Wlfo mup nun die Kirche nach dem Anjpruch der Hife 
mehr al nach dem Wort Gottes regiert werden.“ 

Bu diefem Wandel hatte viel beigetragen der Wugsburgijche Reli- 
gionSfriede bom Jahr 1555, in dem das auf dem erjten ReichStag gu 
Speyer, 1526, proviforijch angenommene Pringip Cuius regio, eius 
religio al3 gu Recht beftehend anerfannt wurde. Und teilS aus Unter- 
iwitrfigfeit, teils gewi} auch aus Bequemlichfeit liek man die Fiirjten 
in der Kirche wirtfdhaften. Dak man fich dabet nicht wohl fiihlte, geht 
aus den vielen berfchiedenen Rechtfertiqungsgriimden hervor, die man 
in3 Feld fihrte, diefes Fiirftenregiment gu verteidigen, worauf fdon die 
»Magdeburger Zenturien” hintweifen; man nannte die Fiirften custodes 
non solum secundae tabulae, sed etiam primae, Dann twieder praecipua 
membra ecclesiae; und jcjlieRlich machte man fich’S bequem und bez 
hauptete, Da3 ius episcopale fei bon den BVifdifen auf die Fiirjten itber- 
gegangen.!) Der Proteft gegen diefe Entwidlung de3 Kirchenregiments 
ftirbt nie gang aus, aber e8 find nur cingelne Stimmen. 

WS fich jedoch die Folgen geigten, erhoben fic) auch Klagen, erjt 
Dann und tvann, dann haufiger, bis fcblicklich, gegen Anfang de3 
Dreipigiahrigen Krieges, die Klagen allgemein wurden; Zujtande in der 
Kirche waren geradegu bedenflich geworden. Hauptinhalt der Klagen 
ijt immer diefer: Das Regiment in der Kirche liegt nicht in Handen der 
Krediger (daR auch der Zubdrer fich dabei beteiligen follte, hatte man 
giemlich allgemein vergefjen), fondern nur in den Handen der Obrigfeit. 
Biwar regierten die Prediger noch durch Konjijtorien, aber diefe hatten 
alle Amtbefugnifje berforen; in den Reichsitadten gab e3 Minijtericen, 
beftehend aus den Predigern der Stadt und einigen Deputierten des 


1) Aus Richter, Gefdhicdte der evangelijdhen RKirchenverfaffung in Deutfdh- 
land, und Rudelbach, StaatSfirdhentum und Religionsfreiheit; zitiert von Schmid, 
Gefchicdte des Pietismus, S. 5. 
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Senats, an ihrer Spike der Senior de3 Minijteriums; aber diefe atten 
nur AntragSrecdht.2) C3 feien noch etlidje Bitate als Beleg gejtattet. 

Soh. Matihaus Mevfart, + 1642, verfafte 1633 eine Ahhandlung 
De Disciplina Ecclesiastica, twofiir er bei der Regierung verflagt wurde 
und gum Widerruf gegwungen werden follte, als er einem Beruf nach 
Erfurt (er war Profeffor und Reftor gu Roburg) folgte. Neben andern 
Meformen verlangte er: ,,Weil auch die Kirdhenfchliijfel ganz nicht gu 
entbehren, . . . miiffen folde aus Hifen, Rammern und RKangeleien 
guriidgegeben und der chriftlichen Gemeinde folche durch den ertwahlten 
Rat fret gu gebrauchen gelajjen werden.) 

Doh. Valentin Andrea, + 1654, Superintendent in Kal, dann 
Hofprediger in Stuttgart, hat fich hoch um die Kirche jeiner Zeit berdient 
gemacht dDurd) feine unermiidlide Sorge, die Bujtande unter dem durch 
Den Krieg ganz unbefdhreiblich vertvilderten Volfe zu heben. Cr twurde 
in feiner reformatorijden Tatigfeit qanz bejonders durch das madhtige 
Staatsfirdhentum gehemmt. Cr flagt bor allem iiber die Cafareopapie, 
den Wpap, tie er fie nennt, das umgefehrte Papjttum. Co fchreibt 
er 1646: ,,Eo audacius progressi sunt nostri Apapii, ut statuerent, in 
principis manu tanquam episcopi esse ecclesiastica munia per politicos 
perficere, ecclesiae vero administrationem et iura tanquam arbitraria 
et beneficio concessa tota tollere.“4) Cin andermal jchreibt er in einer 
Vorrede: ,,Micht anders ijt e3 mit der durch das teure Werkzeug D. M. 
Luthers vollbradten Reformation gegangen, die allerdings dem antiz 
chrijtijchen Meich einen unausfprechliden Stop und Abbruch beibradte. 
&3 hat aber der leidige Satan nicht lange gefeiert, fondern das abge- 
tworfene Yoh bald wieder anderivarts aufgelegt und feinen Efel um- 
giirtet, indem er gefehen, dak ein groger Teil ihnen da3 Cvangelium gu 
weltlichem Cinfommen, Chren, Freibeit und volliger Lizgenz wifje gu- 
nub gu madjen, der Kirden entwendeteS und nunmehr twieder vindi- 
gierteS peculium, alg ihnen hiedurch berfallen, anfalle, den twieder bez 
freiten Bannjchliiffel guriidlege und mit Fiigen trete, den Kirchendientt 
ganglich twweltlicher Dizfretion unteriwerfe, die Polizei nicht aus Gewiffen, 
fondern Sntereffe griinde, die Schulen mit Vanitat erfiille und insgemein 
aller Difjolution den Baum véllig fchiefen lajfe, welches ihnen dann fo 
viel eingetragen, Dak er fich nicht allein in furgem feines Leides iiber den 
qeiftlichen Untichrijt getrojtet, fondern auch einen neuen tweltlicden Anti- 
hrijt mit Freuden gefehen und anjtatt papae Caesaris mit Caesaro-papa 
ebenjfo grogen GSchaden in geiftliden und weltlicjen Standen der Rirde 
Gotte3 gugefiigt.“5) %. Miller, Senior in Hamburg, fohreibt: ,,Olim 
in papatu florebat zazoxa:oapia, dum pediculosi monachi statum poli- 
ticum pedibus conculcabant. Hodie autem inverso ordine ecclesiam 
corrumpit xa:oagonzaxia, dum quidam politici absolutum in ministros 


2) Tholud, Das firdhlide Leben de$ 17. Jahrhunderts, I. Wbt., S. 3. 
3) Schmid, l.c., S. 7. 4) Tholud, l.c., S.8. 5) Sdmid, le, S. 8. 
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ecclesiae imo in ipsam ecclesiam affectant et usurpant dominatum. 
Utinam Deus excitaret aliquem Constantinum et Carolum Magnum, 
sub cuius directione et patrocinio ecclesia pressa possit reviviscere !“¢) 

Auf allen Seiten wiederholt fic Luthers Vorwurf gegen die 
Firjten: ,,Sub papa miscuit ecclesiam politiae; nostro tempore vult 
miscere politiam ecclesiae.“ Herzog Friedrid) von Wiirttemberg ent- 
fernt ohne Riichicht auf die geiftliche Behirde die ihm mibliebigen Geijt- 
Yicen, die ihm die Wahrheit fagen, von ihren Stellen. Yohann Al- 
brecdt II. von Mecklenburg fchajft den Crorzgismus ab ohne Zugiehung 
Der Geijtliden. Die Mecklenburger Stande bringen das gravamen bor, 
dak ibnen Pfarrer ohne Prafentation aufgeswungen twerden. Die 
Ubtifjin Anna Sophia in Quedlinburg befest die geiftlichen Stellen, ohne 
irgend auf Widerfpruch bon Rat und Gemeinde zu adten. Nik. Hunz 
nius, Superintendent in ibe, protejtiert gegen die ehrenvolle Beerdi- 
gung eines Calvinijten und befommt von feinem Genat eine Sujfdhrift, 
tyorin diejer da3 summum et universale ius regiminis ecclesiastici mit 
Ausjchliehung de3 Minifteriums in Anjpruch nimmt. 

Mag man aljo auch gugeben, dak, auger im Pringip, diefe Cinz 
mifdung der Firjten in das Wmt der Kirche nicht fo unheilvoll fiir die 
Kirche getworden ware, wenn alle Fiirjten augerordentlich qute und weije 
Leute getvefen waren, fo ijt doch gefdichtliche Tatjache, dak die aller- 
meiften Fiirften gang anders geartet waren. Was fonnte man auch 
bon Fiirften ertwarten, die bet Politifern wie Heinrich) VIIL., Frang I. 
und Karl V. in die Schule geqangen waren? 

Welches waren denn die unheilvollen Folgen diefes Cajareopapis- 
mus? Gie Zeigten fich erftlid) im Minijterium. Auf eins ift fehon 
frither Hingetviefen tworden, al8 von dem ,,toten Orthodorismus” die 
Rede war (VI, S.500): e8 wurden den Gemeinden aus perfonlicen 
und politifchen Ritcfichten oft ungeiftlice und heuchlerifde Leute zu 
Hirten gefebt. Golche hat e3 gewiR nicht viele gegeben; fonft hatte 
e3 in Der Kirche nod viel fdhlimmer gejtanden. 

Zablreicher war wohl eine andere Kafje bon Predigern. Der fdon 
friiher gitierte Pajtor in Roftoc, Gropgebauer, fchreibt: Der Diener 
deS Worts will heutgutage nur Prediger fein; die Heilige Schrift aber 
nennt ifn Haushalter itber Gottes Geheimnifje und Hirten; indem fie 
in Haushalter nennt, geigt jie damit an, dak er nicht miiffe allen 
allerleit geben, fondern denen e3 gebiihrt und tvelde twiirdig find, dab 
man e8 ibnen reide. Nun gibt’s aber viele in der Kirche, fagt er, die 
folche Wlein-Prediger find. ,Der Allein-Prediger fagt viel. Der 
Haushalter faget und tut’s. Der WAllein-Prediger ijt mehrenteils ein 
tinendes Erg und eine flingende Schelle, ob er gleich mit Engels- und 
mit Menfdengunge redete. Der Haushalter gibt dem gepredigten Wort 
BZeugnis, und ehe er die Geheimniffe de3 Reiches Gottes follte bei diefem 
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und jenem, er jei, wer er fei, twijjentlic&) wider den Willen Gottes ver- 
twalten, jo lafjet er fich Lieber toten. ... Der Allein-Prediger halt 
gierlid) Predigen fiir jeinen Ruhm, und wenn er gepredigt, jpricdt er, 
ex Habe nunmebr jfeine Arbeit getan. Aber der Haushalter Halt die 
Haushaltung fiir feine rechte Arbeit, und wenn er gepredigt, jpricht er, 
er Habe nur die halbe Arbeit getan.” Die Kinder follen nicht nur 
getauft werden, fondern in fpateren Jahren auch die Bedeutung der 
Taufhandlung fernen. Die Konfirmation twird empfohlen. Nicht nur 
foll das heilige Whendmabhl gefeiert werden; die Gemeindeglieder wer- 
Den 3u twenig itber die Bedeutung diejes Saframents unterricftet. 

Ferner foll der Prediger nach der Schrift ein Hirte fein. UIs 
folcher hat er auf die befoblene Herde gu jehen, dak fie nicht allein mit 
gefunder Weide verforgt werde, jondern auch daB die Wolfe nicht ein- 
brechen, dak die raudigen Schafe die gefunden nicht anjteden, jondern 
abgejonbdert werden; dak die Verirrten twiedergebracht, die Wiederge- 
brachten gejtarft und erhalten twerdDen; dak die Schafe fich mit dem 
Hirtenjtabe regieren und jich eine und ausfiihren [ajjen.“ ,,YXber die 
Hirten wollen nicht Hirten, jondern Lehrer fein. Daher nennen fie fich 
gerne doctores, Lehrer. Daher treiben fie auf der Rangel Kontroverjien 
und tvollen gern jchier alle professores fein. Go gar haben fie des 
Hirtenamts vergefien. Nicht jage ich, dak ein Hirte nicht follte gugleidh 
lehren, fondern das ijt die Meinung: ein Hirte ijt nicht eben da3, twas 
ein Lehrer ijt, fondern unterjchieden. Cin Hirte predigt, aber er ijt 
nicht ein Wihein-Prediger. Cr ijt wohl mehr. Er ijt ein Regierer der 
Gemeinde. Cr gibt Achtung auf da geiftlihe Wachstum eines jeglichen. 
Cin Hirte gibt nicht einerlei Speife allen Gchafen. Cr fieht gu, ob 
ihnen die faframentliche Speife auch diene. Cin Hirte fcliekt aus der 
Gemeinde die Wusfabigen, damit die ganze Herde nicht verderbet iwerde. 
Cin Hirte nennt feine Schaflein alle mit Namen. Cin Hirte gibt 
Achtung, twie fich ein jeglicheS unter den Schaflein infonderheit aus dem 
borgetragenen Wort bejjere; und tenn er merft, daR feine Friichte 
folgen, fo forfdt er nach der Urjache. Cin Hirte fordert den Gehorfam 
bon feinen Gchafen; und twenn fie feinem Wort nicht nachfommen 
wollen, jfagt er e8 der Herde, daR diefer und jener fein Schaflein ijt 
nocd in den Schafitall gehire. CSolange nun diefeS Lehr- und Hirtenz 
amt in unfern Rirchen fonfundiert twird, fo lange ijt das Kirchenregiment, 
surdht, Zucht, Cifer, Scheu, Gehorjam, A2ufmerfen nichts und verloren 
und fann durd) das viele Predigen und Viidherfdreiben allein nimmer- 
mehr erhalten werden.” 

Dies ijt alfo die weitere Nlage: Neben den offenbar untiichtigen 
und getvifjenlofen Predigern gab e3 folche, die gwar fahig und tiidtig 
twaren und ihre Pflicht tun twollten, tatfachlich aber ihre Pflicht nidt 
taten; fie predigten nur die reine Lehre bon der Rangel. Die Privat- 
feelforge twurde vernadlaffigt. Sie predigten gwar das Wort, und gwar 
beides, Rechtfertiqung und Heiligung; aber fie predigten e3 nur bon der 
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Rangel; e3 feblte die Anwendung de$ Worts auf den eingelnen Zuborer, 
der Privatunterricht. Die Theorie war forreft, aber die Praxi3 hintte 
hinterdDrein. Dem eingelnen Chrijten wurde nicht vorgehalten, was Gott 
von ifm in feinem Stande und unter feinen befonderen Verhalinifjen 
perlangte; twenn er fehlging, folgte feine briiderlice Crmahnung und 
feine offentlice Rirchenzucht. Die Pajtoren predigten ihren Gemeinden 
das Wort, jahen aber nicht darauf, dak man dem Wort gemap lebte. 

Wie viele unter Dem Minijterium folche Wiein-Prediger twaren, 
lapt fich natiirlich nicht entjdeiden. Wenn man Grofwgebauer liejt, bez 
fomint man den Cindrucf, als ob die groke Mehrgahl diefer Art geiwejen 
ware. Das twar aber jedenfallS nicht jo; fonjt hatte e3 in der Kirche 
nicht jo vicl Leben und Tatigfeit qeqeben, wie man findet, wenn man die 
Gejfhidte der Kirche nach dem Kriege ohne Vorurteil Liejt und fie nicht 
mit Pietijtenaugen anfieht. Wuf der andern Seite darf man gewif nicht 
behaupten, dak folche Prediger, wie Gropgebauer fie befdreibt, feltene 
AWusnahmen waren, daR darum das Ninijterium gar nicht verantiwortlid 
war fiir Zujtande unter dem Volf, wie Spener fie in feinen Pia Desi- 
deria bejdhreibt. Das hieke flare Tatfachen leugnen. C8 gab gute 
Kaftoren; ja, diefe waren getwifR noch in Der Mtehrgahl, font hatte 
Spener nach dem Krieg faum noch eine Kirche gefunden, in der er feine 
collegia pietatis hatte einricten fonnen. Wher e3 gab auch andere; das 
geht jchon DdDaraus herbor, dafR Tholuc, Schmid und andere eingelne 
Veifpicle anfiihren miijjen, gu betweijen, dak Speners und Grokgebauers 
Vortwiirfe nicht das ganze Minijterium trafen. C3 gab viele gute, ge- 
iwiffenhafte Pajftoren, aber auch viele, die meinten, fie hatten ihre volle 
Pflicht getan, wenn fie am Sonntag eine orthodore Predigt gehalten und 
gur fejtgefebten Beit denen, die famen, das Saframent gereicht Hatten. 
Und man fann fich der tberzgeugung nicht erwehren, dak diejenigen, die 
das groke Wort fiihrten und als die Tonangebenden unter der Merifet 
angejehen tourbden, in die lebtgenannte Rlajjfe gehirten, fo dab gar oft 
wiederholt wird, teas Meisner in Wittenberg fo ausdriicte: ,,Man 
fann fich faum deS Verdacdhtes de3 Weigelianismi oder anderer neuer 
Schwarmereien entfdhiitteln, wenn man die Gottfeligfeit mit einem ge- 
rechten Cifer treibt und dahin vermahnt, dag doch auch in die itbung 
gebracht twerde, twas man lehrt.“ 

Woher fam e3, dak e3 folche Wlein-Prediger in giemlider Anz 
gabl gab? = ,,Xote Orthodoxie”, fagt man; einfeitiges Dringen auf reine 
Lehre. Auch Gropgebauer erhebt die Anflage. Die angehenden Geijt- 
fichen follen auf den Hohen Schulen befjer angeleitet werden, a3, twas 
fie fernen, bet ihren Pfarrfindern gur tibung der Gottfeligfeit angu- 
wenden. ,, Weil aber die Studenten auf den Univerfitaten nichts andere3s 
gebhirt und gelernt haben al8 papiftijde, reformierte, fozinianijde und 
twiedertauferifde Kontroverjen, fo fann man’s ifnen auch nidt ver- 
denfen, dak fie das, tas fie bon der Hohen Schule mitgebracht, aus der 
Sdhabfammer hres Hergend herborjudjen und auf der Rangel fleifig 
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treiben, Dadurch aber die armen Leute weniger als nichts gebejjert, fon- 
Dern gar oft berivirrt und ungewif twerden.” ,,Man hat fich daber leider 
um nichts befiimmert, als wie nur Gottes Wort lauter und rein ge-z 
predigt terde.” 

Solche Cinjeitigfeit gab e3 ohne Biweifel. Das lakt fich leicht er- 
flaren, twenn man fich die Beit vergegenivartigt, bon der wir reden. 
Die Mitte de3 16. Jahrhunderts brachte die vielen ReligionSfontroverfen 
der Reformationszecit, die jchlieklich gur AUnnahme der Konfordienformel 
fiibrten. Wie mupgte man fich nach allen Seiten twehren gegen allerlect 
falfce Lehre, die ecindringen twollte! Wie mute man fich vor allem 
bor heimlicen, unehrilicen Feinden hiiten, die auf die lijtigite Weife 
Die reine Lehre gu falfchen fuchten! Unablaffige Wachjfamfeit war 
notig, Damit Die reine Gottestwahrheit, die Luther wieder ans Licht ge- 
bracht hatte, nicht aufs neue verloren gehe. Und die erjte Halfte des 
17. Jahrhunderts brachte Georg Calixt und die Synfretijten! 

Georg Calirt, + 1656, Profeffor gu Helmitedt in Vraunjchweig 
und bierzig Bahre lang der leitende Geijt in der dortigen Univerjitat, 
ijt vor allem befannt wegen jeiner BVeftrebungen, alle chrijtliden Rirdhen 
auf Grund der Schrift und der Befenntnijje der erjten fiinf Sabhr- 
Hunderte 3u bvereinigen. Cr war natiirlich ein Unionijt bom reinjten 
Wafer, und reine Lehre hatte fiir ihn wenig oder gar feine Bedeutung. 
Statius Bujcher, Pajtor in Hannover, nannte ibn RKryptofatholif, 
Michael Walther in Liineburg Calvinomixtus. Weide Hatten redjt; 
fie hatten noch jtarfere Wusdriice gebrauchen diirfen. Calirt fuchte das 
Gemeinjame in allen Konfefjionen, und auf Grund diefer ,,Fundaz 
mentalartifel” wollte er eine Vereiniqung zujtande bringen. Cr nannte 
fich futherifch, war aber den Reformierten viel naher; und als er dies 
bei dem Colloquium Charitativum in Thorn 1645 auch offen zgeigte, 
fam eS zum Sruch givifchen ihm und den Leitern der Lutheraner, Calov 
und Hiilfemann, obgleich er ihre lebte Mahnung, doch nicht weiter an 
Den Fundamenten der evangelifden Lehre gu riitteln, mit der Salve 
beanttvortete: twer folches von ihm behaupte, den iwolle er fiir cinen 
ehrbergeffenen, verlogenen Diffamaten, Kalumnianten, Chrendieb und 
Bofewicht halten, bis er folches betweife. Gelbft die Ratholifen maren 
fehr gufriedDen mit ifm; fie hatten Urfache dDagu. Seinem Cinjlup war 
eS gugufdreiben, dDaB Helmijtedt auf die Frage, ,ob eine proteftantijde 
Pringeffin, die einen fatholifden Konig gu Heiraten gedenfe, mit gutem, 
unberlebtem Getvifjen die rémifd-fatholifdhe Kirche annehmen Ddiirfe“, 
Das notorijdhe Gutacdhten gab: ,1. dak die romifche Rirdhe im Grunde 
deS Glaubens und der GSeligfeit nicht irre, und daB 2. folglich der 
iibergang vom Protejtantismus zum Katholizismus erlaubt fei”. Baur, 
Der doch gewif nicht fiir jtrifte Orthodoxie boreingenommen twar, urteilte 
iiber Calizt: ,,itberall ijt e3 Calixt nur dDarum zu tun, die Differengen 
abgufdhiwaden, den SRontroverjfen ihre Spike gu nehmen, von der 
Strenge der Gegenfabe fo viel als moigli& nachgulaffen oder auch die 
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Punkte gang gu iibergehen, in twelchen das eigentlidhe Moment des 
Streit liegt. C8 gibt feine Lehre des orthodoren Syftems, welde er in 
ifrer gangen GStrenge fejtgehalten hatte.“ 

Calixt wurde eine Macht in der Kirche. Wo immer er und feine 
Gefinnungsgenoffen an Univerfitaten wirften, gogen fie Schitler an, was 
natiirlic) Den betreffenden Fiirften gefiel. Lutherifche Univerjitaten 
Hatten fewer gelitten, teilS weil man de3 elwigen Streits miide war, 
der natiirlich gum griéften Teil von den Univerjitatstheologen gefiihrt 
wurde, teils — und das ijt ein Faftor, der in diefer gangen Zeit nicht 
iiberjehen twerden darf — tweil die Sefuiten, die e3 bon jeher mit dem 
ihnen iblichen Scharfblicé auf die hoheren Ergiehungsanjtalten abgefehen 
und fich vielerort3 in die Fafultaten eingefdmuggelt und ftellenweije 
ihre cigenen Anjtalten gegriimdet Hatten, gerade jebt eine gang unheim- 
lice Tatigfeit entwicelten; und diefe glatten, dligen Diplomaten focften 
andern ihre Studenten tweg; die Lutherifchen Rontroverjen gewannen 
unter ihrer Schilderung fein fchineres Geficht, und zgudem — das mute 
ihnen der Neid Lajjfen — jtanden fie, was Wijjen und Lehrtiichtigfeit 
anlangte, unbejtritten auf der Odhe der Beit. So hatte man auf manz 
cher lutherijchen Univerfitat Ropfiveh. Bm Synfretismus jchien mandhem 
Hirjten ein Hoffnungsjtern aufgugehen. Calirtinijfae Theologen wurden 
gejucht. Brandenburg natiirlich voran; RKinigsberg tourde fynfretijtijd; 
Der Grofke Kurfiirjt, Friedrich Wilhelm, verbot feinen Untertanen, die 
Wittenberger Univerfitat gu befuchen; eine unionijtijde Order fojftete 
Paul Gerhardt Amt und Brot. AWAltdorf, Rinteln, Kiel, Tiibingen, 
Gieken, Rojtock, Leipzig teiliveife, Strakburg, ,,Calovs Trojt”, fielen in 
Synfretijtenhande. Gelbjt der Kurfiirjt bon Sachfen verbot fcblieblih 
alle Streitfcdhriften gegen die Synfretijten; er felbjt faufte alle Ropien 
bon Calovs ,,Gefchicte des Synfretismus” auf. UWhlhorn fagt: ,,Calirt 
hat die Theologie milder und friedfertiger gemacht, aber auch meicher 
und twiderjtandslofjer. Reine theologifche Schule hat fo viele charafter- 
lofe, fchivanfende und den Fiirjten unbedingt gehorfame Pajtoren erzogen 
al3 die Calirts.“ Was wir uns fir die Sufunft merfen twollen! 

Hier nur dieS: C8 drohte der reinen Lehre der Reformation eine 
neue Gefahr; gu all den andern Feinden der Orthodorie fam der Synz 
freti8mus, ein Feind, der der Kirche ans Leben ging und um fo gefabr- 
licher war, als feine Angriffe gewshnlich masfiert und aus dem Hinter- 
halt gefhaben. Dazu ijt notorijd, dak die meijten Fiirjten unionijtifd 
gefinnt maren; und Ddiefe Fiirjten maren feit dem Wugsburger Religions. 
frieden unbefchranfte Herren der Kirche! Dit e3 ein Wunder, ja ijt es 
unberedhtigt, DaB das Hauptaugenmerf [utherifder Theologen auf Be- 
twahrung der reinen Lehre gericftet ijt? Dit e3 ein Wunder, dak die 
Theologie der Zeit ettwas einfeitig gu fein fdeint und daB mander 
Theolog tatjachlic& einfeitig wurde? Manche Leute find iiberhaupt fo 
angelegt; fie fonnen nur einen Gefichtspunft gur Beit fehen und 
bertreten. Dak dies nicht allgemein twar, wollen wir fpater fehen; 
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Hier foll nur Calob angefiihrt werden, der doch gewiz der bedeutendjte 
Vorfampfer der Orthodoxie war. WIS Speners Pia Desideria erz 
fchienen, fdrieb Calov dDennocd) an Spener: ,,€ure Desideria find aud 
Die meinigen, und da Cure Kirche von den Frimmigfeitsiibungen eine 
folche Frucht hat, wie der Ruf berichtet, fo nehime ich feinen WAnjtand, 
foldje examina pietatis auc) andern gu empfeblen, wie ich denn auch 
noc) fiirglich mit Unfiihrung deS VBeifpiels und Crfolg3 Curer Kirche 
im Offentlichen GotteSsdienft die Patrone der Kirche gu ihrer Nadhahmung 
ermaghnt habe mit Dem Wunjdhe, daw fie mit Muben fortgejebt und die 
hier und da per accidens fich anfdlickendDen Mipbrauche abgejtellt 
werden. “ 

Nein, Der Hauptgrund, twwarum es WAllein-Prediger in groperer 
Anzahl gab, war ein anderer. C83 war derfelbe Grund, der im allerz 
grogten Mae dafiir verantiwortlich war, daR e3 in der Kirdhe gum Teil 
fo jtanbd, wie Spener e3 in feinen Pia Desideria f{childert: Der tweltlice 
Stand lebt zumeijt in Sinden und Wolliijten; die noch Cifer fiir Re- 
figion geigen, tun e3 bvielfach mehr ,aus Wbficht eines politifcjen 
Vuterefjes” alS aus Liebe zur Wahrheit; der geijtlide Stand ijt gang 
verderbt; ¢e3 feblt die Selbjtverleugnung; jeder fucht das Seine; und 
der Hausftand ijt berfunfen in Trunffucht und Progepfucht; man erfennt 
nit, dak Cigentumsbefib auch Pflichten mit fich bringt; man fucht 
Abfolution ohne Bue ufiv. Der Hauptgrund ijt wieder das Kirchenz 
regiment. Weil diejes war, was e3 twar, gab e3 wenig oder gar feine 
rechte Rirdhenzucht. Und das ijt ein neues Rapitel. Theo. Hover. 

(Fortfegung folgt.) 
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Present-Day Problems of Lutheranism. 


As viewed by the Lutheran World Convention. 


The Lutheran World Convention devoted the greater part of its 
sessions to the reading and discussion of reports on important prob- 
lems confronting the Lutheran Church to-day. Unfortunately, for 
lack of time, the open discussion was frequently reduced to a mini- 
mum, so that it was difficult to ascertain what the majority of the 
delegates thought about the subjects in question. 

The first great problem treated was “Lutheranism and the Re- 
ligious Crisis of our Time.” To us it seemed to be the most impor- 
tant topic. Bishop Max von Bonsdorff of Finland opened the session 
devoted to this question by reading an essay prepared by his Finnish 
colleague, Archbishop Kaila (who could not attend the convention). 
Dr. Kaila finds that a religious crisis is always closely connected 
with a world crisis (Kulturkampf) and that both mark a turning- 
point in the course of an evolution. The materialistic philosophy 
before the war, with the rise of the socialistic belief in human good- 
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ness and the evolutionary doctrine, which exerted such a great in- 
fluence upon modern theology, has proved to be a total failure, be- 
cause it defied all human reason and common sense and denied the 
most evident realities of life: man’s sin and, his helplessness. Since 
the World War this failure of the “optimistic” conception of the 
world and humanity has brought about a new turn in philosophy and 
theology, which tends to go to the other extreme and bears all the 
earmarks of pessimism and fatalism. The war revealed again the 
evil instincts of man. Spengler is the spokesman of after-war phi- 
losophy, with his fatalistic prophecy of the death of the Western 
civilization (“Der Untergang des Abendlandes”). The so-called 
“Theology of Crisis” (Barth-Brunner), too, shows up a similar pes- 
simism, stressing as it does the immense abyss which separates crea- 
tion from its Creator and denying all good in man. This theology 
again points, as it should, to Christ as the only possible Mediator 
between God and men and calls all churches back to the theology 
of the Reformation; but, alas! also to the theology of Calvin with 
its predestinarian doctrine. Religious life during this crisis is 
marked by a strong revivalistic movement, which has affected also 
the Lutheran churches: Methodism and especially the new Oxford 
Movement. The essayist dwelt especially on the latter and pointed 
out that this movement lays entirely too much stress on the religious 
self-activity of man and upon man’s part in his own conversion and 


that of his fellow-men by advocating special religious exercises: 
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“surrender,” “sharing,” “mutual confession,” “guidance.” It seems 
to think that, even though sin has been forgiven by God through 
Christ Jesus, all is not yet well with the sinner. Dr. Kaila advocates, 
in the midst of this crisis, a firm reespousal of the Pauline-Lutheran 
teaching concerning the justification and the conversion of sinners 
without the slightest cooperation of man.... We fully enjoyed this 
essay. It would have gained in strength if the archbishop had estab- 
lished in unmistakable terms the clear distinction between objective 
and subjective justification. ... It is to be noted that Bishop von 
Bonsdorff, who read the paper, later on made the statement that, 
though in general he shares the views expressed in the essay, he 
personally thinks that, “since the Oxford movement has brought 
some new life into many Lutheran churches, we must greet this 
movement with great sympathy.” “Was wuenschen wir denn mehr? 
Wir sollten nicht Gegner dieser Bewegung sein aus konfessionellen 
Gruenden!” This makes us wonder who really represents the true 
spirit of the Lutheran Church in Finland, its archbishop or Bishop 
von Bonsdorff. When we hear that since 1927 the Finnish Church 
has established communion fellowship with the Anglican Church on 
the grounds that “no doctrinal differences do exist between them” 
and that it still desires to maintain this union and even to work for 
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still closer relationship, we do not doubt that the bulk of this Church 
has not as yet come to a deep realization of the needs of the Lutheran 
Church “in the religious crisis of our time.” 

Bishop Schoeffel of Hamburg was the second important speaker 
on the program, for the same topic. He offered a very thought- 
stimulating and substantial essay. The speaker maintained that 
there is a religious crisis, but not a crisis of true Christianity. Chris- 
tianity is not a religion, but a revelation of God to men. “Religion” 
is a human creation, an attempt on the part of man to wipe out the 
boundary which exists between man and God, between the to-day and 
the hereafter. Religions bear a national character and cannot be 
transmitted from one people to another. The all-important question 
is whether Christianity is a religion or not; if it is, then it is doomed 
to perish, it can no longer claim to be universal; then Rosenberg is 
right when he says that Christianity is Oriental and unfit for the 
Aryan race. But Christianity is the assurance that it is not a re- 
ligion. In the course of history, especially in modern times, Chris- 
tianity has in many instances become “religious” because unfaithful 
to its true teaching of justification by grace (Catholicism, un-Lu- 
theran “Lutheranism,” ete.). Only true Lutheranism, which knows 
and teaches that God reveals Himself as a merciful God and that 
it is impossible to be saved by human merit, can therefore stand the 
test; for therein Lutheranism distinguishes itself from “religion.” 
(For this reason true Lutheranism always stands alone and aloof 
from “religious” circles. Roman Catholicism hates Lutheranism, 
whereas it is friendly toward all kinds of “religions.”) We must 
courageously uphold this true Lutheranism, and cleanse the Lutheran 
Church of all “religious” tendencies, that is, of all purely human 
doctrines and influences. Religions are always involved in a crisis; 
Christianism has been drawn into the modern religious crisis because 
it tended to become “a religion.” The religious crisis cannot affect 
true Christianity; it has never experienced a crisis, but a reforma- 
tion. Lutheranism must clearly set forth the essential difference 
existing between revelation and “religions”; yea, it must oppose 
revelation to religion. Neither the Old nor the New Testament has 
anything to do with religion. We must avoid all attempts to force 
“Christian ethics” upon a nation. We must confess our faith in an 
absolute revelation of divine authority, our faith in the deity of 
Christ, the reality of miracles, of resurrection, the divine institutions 
of the creation, our faith in the miraculous virtue of the Sacraments, 
“not as symbols of the mystic union between God and men, but as 
the place where this mystic union becomes a reality.” Thus spoke 
Bishop Schoeffel. May we add that world Lutheranism must trans- 
late the affirmation of these necessities into reality, not content it- 
self with merely stating them, but begin a real action toward the 





Present-Day Problems of Lutheranism. 17 


definite cleansing of the Church and the sweeping out of the old 
leaven. The Bekenntnisfront in Germany, to which Bishop Schoeffel 
belongs, has as yet done nothing at all in the way of discipline of 
doctrine. It still does suffer in its ranks a host of men to whom 
Scripture remains the old happy hunting-ground and who seem to 
know nothing of verbal inspiration and similar fundamental prin- 
ciples of true Lutheranism. Nor did the Lutheran World Convention 
work for a purging of Lutheran churches; for it listened with tol- 
erance to men of the type of Pasteur Appia, Inspecteur Ecclésias- 
tique of Paris, the next speaker on the same topic. M. Appia is here- 
abouts well known as a Modernist and a typical union man. He 
remained true to his reputation before the convention; for as 
a remedy for the religious crisis of our times he advocated, with 
all the clearness and power at his command, a “Lutheranism which 
may at last cast away all the shackles of an old-fashioned confes- 
sionalism and fabricate a closer union with the Reformed bodies.” 
He found that “the Eisenach and Copenhagen conventions had been 
much too Lutheran and that it were high time now for the third 
convention to hazard itself into deeper water.” Since no discussion 
followed this eloquent cry in the desert, we cannot say what im- 
pression it made upon the assembly. At any rate, we have not heard 
of any protest or remonstrance. We believe that, as long as an 
organization like the Lutheran World Convention does not take 
serious steps in the way of demanding of the various bodies holding 
or seeking membership some serious house-cleaning in their midst, 
the much-heralded return of world Lutheranism to a pure and strict 
confessional attitude will be found wanting. If Lutheranism wishes 
to sit again at the feet of the great Reformer, let it begin to learn 
from him the very first lesson, namely, the courage to refuse the 
fraternal hand to all those who consistently make light of God’s Word 
and Scriptural teaching, and to say to them: “Ihr habt einen andern 
Geist als wir.’ That is the only way which leads out of the relig- 
ious crisis. 

The Tuesday sessions were devoted to the discussion of the 
second great question: “Lutheranism and Inner Missions at the 
Present Time.” We could not attend the morning session. An im- 
portant paper was read in the afternoon, however, by Dr. Reu of the 
American Lutheran Church on “The Church and the Social Prob- 
lem.” Summing up the social difficulties of our age, which no longer 
affect the laboring classes only, but all the divine institutions: mat- 
rimony, family, Church and State, involving the entire question con- 
cerning the relation of the individual to the entire human society, 
Dr. Reu sought to answer the question: What is the attitude the 
Church must take towards the “social problem”? The Church, he 
said, is especially qualified and divinely equipped to contribute toward 
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a solution. She dare not remain silent over against the materialistic 
and selfish attitude of human society. She has a divine mission to 
raise her voice against philosophies of the Marx and Lenin kind. 
Furthermore, she has the right to speak in behalf of the unprivileged 
classes (Dr. Reu cited the example of Luther writing to the city 
counselors, princes, and noblemen of Germany, putting his finger on 
definite sore spots and abuses: usury, etce.). But like Luther the 
Church to-day must continue to avoid all interference with state 
authorities and abstain from formulating detailed proposals to the 
legislatures. Just what measures are to be taken concerns the state 
government alone. The Church can but uphold and proclaim cer- 
tain principles of social justice. We heartily agree with all this on 
one condition, which can never be stressed too much, viz., that the 
Church must constantly be awake to the fact that even in its legiti- 
mate work and activity for social welfare her main strength lies in 
her message to the individual heart and that in the first and last 
analysis her only aim and purpose in this world is the salvation and 
protection of the individual soul. 

“Lutheranism and the Heathen Missions at the Present Time” 
was the third important question dealt with during the Lutheran 
World Convention. Here we gained the impression that the general 
opinion of the conference, though condemning the ill-famed “Lay- 
men’s Report” known as “Rethinking Missions,” yet seemed to be 
very much in favor of the views voiced at the Jerusalem Meeting 
of the International Missionary Council (some of the delegates even 
advocated a close cooperation with this council), condemning the 
policy of strongly confessional churches to urge their confessional 
particularities upon the converts in mission-fields. We did agree with 
the speakers at the convention when they said that our Foreign Mis- 
sions should strive toward an absolutely independent “indigenous 
Church,” which should accept the confessions of the home Church of 
its own accord, without pressure exerted by the missionary, without 
his playing the role of a dictator. It is our opinion, too, that, “if 
non-Christian lands are to be won for Christ, it must be through 
the Christians of those lands.” And most of all we share the opinion 
that “God cannot use us to help the younger [heathen] churches to 
rise to a level higher than our own at home” and “that it is in the 
sending churches that the issues must first be clarified” (we quote 
Rev. Astrup Larsen of the Norwegian Lutheran Church of America) ; 
this is especially true as regards purity of doctrine and discipline. 
But it was to be noted throughout most of the essays and reports 
read to the convention that the desire for “indigenous, autonomous 
churches,” left to themselves for inner development, makes much too 
light of the Confessions of our Church, as though the foreign Chris- 
tians could get along without them, as though our Confessions were 
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merely of historical interest, and as though the faith of the Hindu 
or Chinese Christian need not necessarily coincide with these Con- 
fessions. When Rey. Larsen pointed to the National Lutheran 
Church of China as a model for the “indigenous Church” which is to 
be developed in mission-fields, we were not much encouraged by this 
example. This Church is formed by the union of ten synods repre- 
senting six nationalities. It would be true indeed that “nothing es- 
sentially Lutheran need be lost by the National Lutheran Church in 
China in taking over peculiar elements from the sending churches 
and adapting them to the racial genius of the Chinese people” if — if 
the “peculiar elements” in question concerned only differences in out- 
ward customs, rites, ceremonies, liturgies, mode of government, ete. 
But what if there are differences in doctrinal questions and Scrip- 
tural practise? By the union of conservative and liberal elements the 
“indigenous” Lutheran Church of China has gained nothing except 
the spirit of doctrinal indifference, un-Lutheran syncretism, and anti- 
Scriptural tolerance, as becomes only too evident when one reads the 
Proceedings of the General Assembly of the Lutheran Church in 
China, 1934 (God’s Word and the Bible are made to be two different 
concepts; conversion is something different from faith; such and 
similar errors abound in its pages). It suffices, too, to listen to the 
words of Dr. Svenson, missionary of that Church, who summed up 
the needs of the Lutheran Church at home and in the mission-fields 
as follows: “We need an awakening; there is too much form, too 
much learning, too much theology; we need life.” Certainly we 
need life, but it cannot come through the channels of that sectarian 
hypersensual revivalism, accompanied by tongue-speaking and ner- 
vous prostration as it is practised by the National Chinese Church 
and considered by Dr. Svenson so beautiful and wonderful. Much 
less can we be in accord with an “indigenous Church” of the kind 
advocated by Dr. Gurubotham of India, who pleaded for a union of 
all Christian missions, for abandoning all confessional particularities 
and retaining only those teachings wherein all denominations agree. 
The speaker felt that “one should not try to argue Hindu Christians 
into accepting such things as the Unaltered Augsburg Confession or 
the Small Catechism.” “Let us liberate the Hindu Christians from 
these ‘heritages.’” It is true that Dr. Gurubotham, according to the 
explanations made to the convention by Dr. Ihmels, is only a Hindu 
layman and medical worker and therefore “unqualified to know what 
are the needs of Christian mission-work”; and Rev. Larsen felt that 
M. Gurubotham “goes too far”; but again he said “that he can well 
understand him”; and why not? He himself holds that, although 
we should not surrender our Lutheran Confessions, we must never- 
theless cooperate with other denominations to a certain extent. He 
pleaded for a greater interest of the Lutheran Church in interdenomi- 
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national missionary conferences, such as the Edinburgh Conference 
or the Jerusalem Meeting. He said: “Lutheran participation in the 
work of these agencies has not been as general and whole-hearted as 
it might have been. There are those who criticize us for allowing 
‘principles’ to keep us separate in normal times, but casting our prin- 
ciples aside and appealing, for example, to the International Mis- 
sionary Council when emergencies arise.” We say: Why not let this 
be a warning to all hereafter to be true to the principles of the Lu- 
theran Church and more than ever to avoid all fraternal contact with 
those whose spirit is not ours? Lutherans cannot be more friendly 
or conciliatory towards erring denominations on the mission-field 
than they are at home. We much preferred the report of a Danish 
Lutheran missionary in Japan — we have forgotten his name — who 
courageously defended the truth that “Lutheranism is suitable for, 
and can be comprehended in its fulness by, any individual of any 
race, including the mystic doctrines concerning the Sacraments, not 
omitting the Scriptural teaching of the real presence of Christ’s body 
and blood in the Lord’s Supper. He asked: “If we are real Lu- 
therans, convinced of the truth of our faith, what else could we teach 
them? If I were convinced that the teachings of the Baptist Church 
were more ‘suitable to the temperament and the racial genius of the 
Japanese,’ I could not myself remain a Lutheran another day. It is 
true, unity in ceremonies and institutions is not necessary; unity in 
faith and doctrine suffices; but this unity must exist! If any one 
wishes to cooperate with us or join us, let him rally to our teachings.” 
It was a pleasure to hear this voice among the chorus of discordant 
opinions. And again, we wonder how the above-mentioned missionary 
to the Japanese felt when an American colleague of his (working in 
the same organization, in Japan), the Rev. J. Winther, speaking on 
the youth problem in Foreign Missions, mentioned as one of the chief 
obstacles to effective work among the youth “a too theological, too 
bookish, a too conservative religion.” 

This leads us to the discussion of another important problem 
viewed by the Lutheran World Convention, “Lutheranism and the 
Coming Generation,” in a series of ten-minute talks. Dr. Ryden of 
the Augustana Synod opened the series: Youth, in the midst of the 
general confusion of the modern world, needs the Church, and the 
Church needs the help of its young people. Youth has an oppor- 
tunity and asks for it. It is up to the Church to mobilize its forces 
and direct them into useful channels. The period after confirmation 
is just as important as that before; for then the real struggles begin. 
Dr. Ryden advocated a program of youth organization similar to that 
of the great leagues within American Lutheranism and especially 
mentioned the example of the Walther League. We ceased to agree 
with the speaker when he declared that “youth is impatient with 
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hair-splitting theological differences” and that “we ought to cease 
discovering differences and look to what extent we agree with the 
other communions in order to present a united front against a hos- 
tile world.” 

Dr. Trexler of the Synod of New York added no new suggestion, 
but briefly recalled that the Church has always been “the Church of 
the young,” the great figures of Christianity having generally been 
young men at the time of their greatest success (Jesus, the apostles, 
Luther, Wesley, Moody, etc.). He called upon the churches to fol- 
low the example of Luther, “who made the newly invented printing- 
press work overtime,” and to use to the utmost all modern inventions 
for the purpose of spreading the message of the Cross. 

The spokesman of Estonian Lutheranism affirmed that the atti- 
tude of the youth in his country demonstrates the fact that the new 
generation will have nothing to do with Lutheranism unless the 
latter possesses, and holds firmly to, the truth. Youth insists on 
Lutheranism in its original form, standing squarely on the Confes- 
sions. It demands an authoritative religion and therefore the re- 
affirmation of the old Lutheran principles: sola Scriptura, sola 
gratia, sola fide. The Estonian bishop advocated a return to the 
Small Catechism, “which contains everything that modern youth 
needs.” We of course were delighted, but could not fail to notice the 
lack of harmony in the churches represented at the Lutheran World 
Convention. Next we heard a young delegate from Germany, who 
spoke similarly to the Estonian bishop. He, too, held that the 
younger generation, in Germany at least, demands authority and is 
sickened by the speculative theology and liberalistic thinking of 
yesterday. Lutheranism which has become untrue to itself through 
Liberalism is to-day doomed to silence and contempt. If the Lu- 
theran message wishes to be heard, it must demand obedience to the 
authority of Scriptural doctrine and agreement with the Lutheran 
Confessions. We were pleased to hear at last also one representative 
of the Parisian clergy affirm as the need of present-day Lutheranism, 
if it wishes to keep its youth in the fold, the abandoning of all 
unionistic practises. He deplored that there were still many pastors 
who showed too much fondness for things that are not Lutheran. 
All depends on the pastor; youth will reflect the color of its pastor. 
We should like to share the optimism of that young friend, who be- 
lieves that the movement toward renewed and faithful confessionalism 
in French Lutheran circles will come out victorious. What it needs 
is more than words — action! 

From Norway came a different tune. The Norwegian delegate 
showed a great deal of sympathy for the Oxford Movement as a means 
of doing effective work among the younger generation estranged from 
its Church. Lutheranism, he says, is a religion of tolerance and must 
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search and strive for a large union of churches. Furthermore, it 
should not only preach a hereafter, but participate in the establish- 
ment of a kingdom of God on earth, where peace and social justice 
reign; then it will regain the respect and the cooperation of the 
coming generation.... We refrain from any comment. 

Konsistorialrat Dietrich of Poland was the last essayist to speak 
on the subject. His views were altogether opposed to those of the 
previous speaker, though he did not say so directly. According to 
his opinion the Church must teach youth the Second Article of our 
faith so strongly that it may become deeply rooted in their hearts, no 
matter whether it will prove to be a savor of life unto life or of death 
unto death. Modern youth, without distinction of race or nationality, 
needs nothing new in theology; what it needs is the old, unwavering 
Lutheran faith. For the sake of completeness we mention the opinion 
of Missionary Winther of Japan, who warned against a “too conserva- 
tive and too theological a religion” in our work among the youth of 
our day.—I wonder what lessons the delegates of the Lutheran 
World Convention took home for application in their work among the 
young people of their Church. There was a great choice of sug- 
gestions, some good, some very bad. One thing they could not take 
home, and that is the conviction that Lutheranism throughout the 
world is absolutely united in spirit and in truth and that all Lu- 
therans entertain the same high ideals and have the same aspirations. 

If the Lutheran World Convention were but a free conference 
of Lutherans seeking to establish true unity on the basis of the Word 
of God and the Lutheran Confessions, such a convention would merit 
our heartiest approval. But since it choses to be and remain an or- 
ganization with an official membership, where one finds fraternal co- 
operation and recognition, solidary action, and Communion fellow- 
ship; since it admits church-bodies on a simple presentation of the 
confessional paragraph in its constitution,—and which Lutheran 
body in the world, no matter how great its doctrinal corruption and 
laxity, does not possess a satisfactory paragraph of that kind? — we 
continue to withhold our approval. 

I have passed over another important topic discussed at the con- 
vention on Thursday morning: “Lutheranism and the Present World 
Crisis,” since I was absent on that morning, not wishing to give up my 
children’s instruction classes. Professor Sasse of Erlangen read an 
essay on that topic. <A very interesting private discussion with Pro- 
fessor Sasse later on did not make up for what I missed. 

Paris, France. F. Kreiss. 
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Luther on the Study and Use of the 
Ancient Languages. 


From his treatise Jo the Mayors and Aldermen of All the Cities of Germany 
in Behalf of Christian Schools, as translated by F. V. N. Painter in his book 
Luther on Education. 

But, you say again, if we shall and must have schools, what is 
the use to teach Latin, Greek, Hebrew, and the other liberal arts? 
Is it not enough to teach the Scriptures, which are necessary to sal- 
vation, in the mother tongue? To which I answer: I know, alas! 
that we Germans must always remain irrational brutes, as we are 
deservedly called by surrounding nations. But I wonder why we do 
not also say: Of what use to us are silk, wine, spices, and other 
foreign articles, since we ourselves have an abundance of wine, corn, 
wool, flax, wood, and stone in the German states, not only for our 
necessities, but also for embellishment and ornament? The languages 
and other liberal arts, which are not only harmless, but even a greater 
ornament, benefit, and honor than these things, both for under- 
standing the Holy Scriptures and carrying on the civil government, 
we are disposed to despise; and the foreign articles, which are neither 
necessary nor useful and which besides greatly impoverish us, we are 
unwilling to dispense with. Are we not rightly called German dunces 
and brutes? 

Indeed, if the languages were of no practical benefit, we ought 
still to feel an interest in them as a wonderful gift of God, with 
which He has now blessed Germany almost beyond all other lands. 
We do not find many instances in which Satan has fostered them 
through the universities and cloisters; on the contrary, these insti- 
tutions have fiercely inveighed, and continue to inveigh, against them. 
For the devil scented the danger that would threaten his kingdom 
if the languages should be generally studied. But since he could not 
wholly prevent their cultivation, he aims at least to confine them 
within such narrow limits that they will of themselves decline and 
fall into disuse. They are to him no welcome guest, and consequently 
he shows them scant courtesy in order that they may not remain 
long. This malicious trick of Satan is perceived by very few. 

Therefore, my beloved countrymen, let us open our eyes, thank 
God for this precious treasure, and take pains to preserve it and to 
frustrate the design of Satan. For we cannot deny that, although 
the Gospel has come, and daily comes, through the Holy Spirit, it 
has come by means of the languages and through them must increase 
and be preserved. For when God wished through the apostles to 
spread the Gospel abroad in all the world, He gave the languages 
for that purpose; and by means of the Roman Empire he made 
Latin and Greek the languages of many lands that His Gospel might 
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speedily bear fruit far and wide. He has done the same now. For 
a time no one understood why God has revived the study of the 
languages; but now we see that it was for the sake of the Gospel, 
which He wished to bring to light and thereby expose and destroy 
the reign of Antichrist. For the same reason He gave Greece a prey 
to the Turks in order that Greek scholars, driven from home and 
scattered abroad, might bear the Greek tongue to other countries and 
thereby excite an interest in the study of languages. 

In the same measure that the Gospel is dear to us should we 
zealously cherish the languages. For God had a purpose in giving 
the Scripture only in two languages, the Old Testament in the Hebrew 
and the New Testament in the Greek. What God did not despise, 
but chose before all others for His Word we should likewise esteem 
above all others. St. Paul, in the third chapter of Romans, points out, 
as a special honor and advantage of the Hebrew language, that God’s 
Word was given in it: “What profit is there of circumcision? Much 
every way; chiefly because that unto them [the Jews] were com- 
mitted the oracles of God.”1) Likewise King David boasts in the 
Hundred and Forty-seventh Psalm: “He showeth His Word unto 
Jacob, His statutes and His judgments unto Israel. He hath not 
dealt so with any nation; and as for His judgments, they have not 
known them.” 2) Hence the Hebrew language is called sacred. And 
St. Paul, in Rom.1,2, speaks of the Hebrew Scriptures as holy, no 
doubt because of the Word of God which they contain. In like 
manner the Greek language might well be called holy, because it was 
chosen, in preference to others, as the language of the New Testament. 
And from this language, as from a fountain, the New Testament 
has flowed through translations into other languages and sanctified 
them also. 

And let this be kept in mind, that we will not preserve the Gospel 
without the languages. The languages are the scabbard in which 
the Word of God is sheathed. They are the casket in which this jewel 
is enshrined; the cask in which this wine is kept; the chamber in 
which this food is stored, and, to borrow a figure from the Gospel 
itself, they are the baskets in which this bread and fish and fragments 
are preserved. If through neglect we lose the languages (which God 
may forbid!), we will not only lose the Gospel, but it will finally 
come to pass that we will lose also the ability to speak and write 
either Latin or German. Of this let us take as proof and warning 
the miserable and shocking example presented in the universities 
and cloisters, in which not only the Gospel has been perverted, but 
also the Latin and German languages have been corrupted, so that 
the wretched inmates have become like brutes, unable to speak and 
write German or Latin, and have almost lost their natural reason. 


1) Rom. 3, 1. 2. 2) Ps. 147, 19. 20. 
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The apostles considered it necessary to embody the New Testa- 
ment in the Greek language in order, no doubt, that it might be 
securely preserved unto us as in a sacred shrine. For they foresaw 
what has since taken place, namely, that, when the divine revelation is 
left to oral tradition, much disorder and confusion arise from conflict- 
ing opinions and doctrines. And there would be no way to prevent 
this evil and to protect the simple-minded if the New Testament 
were not definitely recorded in writing. Therefore it is evident 
that where the languages are not preserved, there the Gospel will 
become corrupted. 

Experience shows this to be true. For immediately after the 
age of the apostles, when the languages ceased to be cultivated, the 
Gospel and the true faith and Christianity itself declined more and 
more, until they were entirely lost under the Pope. And since the 
time that the languages disappared, not much that is noteworthy 
and excellent has been seen in the Church; but through ignorance 
of the languages very many shocking abominations have arisen. 
On the other hand, since the revival of learning such a light has 
been shed abroad and such important changes have taken place that 
the world is astonished and must acknowledge that we have the 
Gospel almost as pure and unadulterated as it was in the times of 
the apostles and much purer than it was in the days of St. Jerome 


and St. Augustine. In a word, since the Holy Ghost, who does noth- 
ing foolish or useless, has often bestowed the gift of tongues, it is 
our evident duty earnestly to cultivate the languages, now that God 
has restored them to the world through the revival of learning. 


But many of the Church Fathers, you say, have become saints and 
have taught without a knowledge of the languages. That is true. 
But to what do you attribute their frequent misunderstanding of 
the Scriptures? How often is St. Augustine in error in the Psalms 
and in other expositions, as well as Hilary, and indeed all those who 
have undertaken to explain the Scriptures without an acquaintance 
with the original tongues! And if perchance they have taught cor- 
rect doctrine, they have not been sure of the application to be made 
of particular passages. For example, it is truly said that Christ 
is the Son of God. But what mockery does it seem to adversaries 
when as proof of that doctrine Ps. 110,3 is adduced: “Tecum prin- 
cipium in die virtutis,’ since in the Hebrew no reference is made 
in that verse to the Deity. When the faith is thus defended with 
uncertain reasons and proof-texts, does it not seem a disgrace and 
mockery in the eyes of such adversaries as are acquainted with the 
Greek and the Hebrew? And they are only rendered the more 
obstinate in their error and with good ground hold our faith as 
a human delusion. 

What is the reason that our faith is thus brought into disgrace? 
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It is our ignorance of the languages; and the only remedy is a knowl- 
edge of them. Was not St. Jerome forced to make a new translation 
of the Psalms from the Hebrew because the Jews, when quotations 
were made from the Latin version, derided the Christians, affirming 
that the passages adduced were not found in the original? The 
comments of all the ancient Fathers, who, without a knowledge of 
the languages, have treated of the Scriptures (although they may 
teach nothing heretical), are still of such a character that the writers 
often employ uncertain, doubtful, and inappropriate expressions and 
grope like a blind man along a wall, so that they often miss the sense 
of the text and mold it according to their pious fancy, as in the 
example mentioned in the last paragraph. St. Augustine himself was 
obliged to confess that the Christian teacher, in addition to Latin, 
should be acquainted with Hebrew and Greek. Without this knowl- 
edge the expositor will inevitably fall into mistakes; and even when 
the languages are understood, he will meet with difficulties. 

With a simple preacher of the faith it is different from what it 
is with the expositor of the Scriptures, or prophet, as St. Paul 
calls him. The former has so many clear passages and texts in 
translations that he is able to understand and preach Christ and 
lead a holy life. But to explain the Scriptures, to deal with them 
independently, and oppose heretical interpreters, such a one is too 
weak without a knowledge of the languages. But we need just such 
expositors, who will give themselves to the study and interpretation 
of the Scriptures and who are able to controvert erroneous doctrines; 
for a pious life and orthodox teaching are not alone sufficient. There- 
fore the languages are absolutely necessary as well as prophets or 
expositors; but it is not necessary that every Christian or preacher 
be such a prophet, according to the diversity of gifts of which St. Paul 
speaks in 1 Cor. 12, 8.9 and in Eph. 4, 11. 

This explains why since the days of the apostles the Scriptures 
have remained in obscurity and no reliable and enduring expositions 
have anywhere been written. For even the holy Fathers, as we have 
said, are often in error, and because they were not versed in the 
languages, they seldom agree. St. Bernard was a man of great ability, 
so that I am inclined to place him above all other distinguished 
teachers, whether ancient or modern; but how often he trifles with 
the Scriptures, in a spiritual manner to be sure, and wrests them from 
their true meaning! For the same reason the papists have said that 
the Scriptures are of obscure and peculiar import. But they do not 
perceive that the trouble lies in ignorance of the languages; but for 
this, nothing simpler has ever been spoken than the Word of God. 
A Turk must indeed speak unintelligibly to me, although a Turkish 
child of seven years understands him, because I am unacquainted 
with the language. 
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Hence it is foolish to attempt to learn the Scriptures through 
the comments of the fathers and the study of many books and glosses. 
For that purpose we ought to give ourselves to the languages. For 
the beloved Fathers, because they were not versed in the languages, 
have often failed, in spite of their verbose expositions, to give the 
meaning of the text. You peruse their writings with great toil; 
and yet with a knowledge of the languages you can get the meaning 
of Scripture better than they do. For in comparison with the glosses 
of the Fathers the languages are as sunlight to darkness. 

Since, then, it behooves Christians at all times to use the Bible 
as their only book and to be thoroughly acquainted with it, especially 
is it a disgrace and sin at the present day not to learn the languages 
when God provides every facility, incites us to study, and wishes 
to have His Word known. Oh, how glad the honored Fathers would 
have been if they could have learned the languages and had such 
access to the Holy Scriptures! With what pain and toil they scarcely 
obtained crumbs, while almost without effort we are able to secure 
the whole loaf! Oh, how their industry shames our idleness; yea, how 
severely will God punish our neglect and ingratitude! 

St. Paul, in 1 Cor. 14, 29,3) enjoins that there be judgment upon 
doctrine — a duty that requires a knowledge of the languages. For 
the preacher or teacher may publicly read the whole Bible as he 
chooses, right or wrong, if there be no one present to judge whether 
he does it correctly or not. But if one is to judge, there must be an 
acquaintance with the languages; otherwise the judging will be in 
vain. Hence, although faith and the Gospel may be preached by 
ordinary ministers without the languages, still such preaching is 
sluggish and weak, and the people finally become weary and fall away. 
But a knowledge of the languages renders it lively and strong, and 
faith finds itself constantly renewed through rich and varied in- 
struction. In the First Psalm the Scriptures liken such study to 
“a tree planted by the rivers of water, that bringeth forth its fruit in 
its season; its leaf also shall not wither.” 
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Der Schrijtgrund fiir die Lehre von der satisfactio vicaria. 
(Fortjegung.) 


Titus 2,14. (CGiehe S. 748 f. diefes Bande3.) 

1 Petr. 1, 18. 19: Wiffend (da ihr wigt), DaB ihr nidt 
mit bergangliden (Dingen), Silber oder Gold, erloifet 
wurdet bon eurem eitlen, bon den BVatern iberlie- 
ferten Wandel, fondern mit Foftlidem Blut, als 


3) “Let the prophets speak two or three, and let the other judge.” 
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eines Lammes febhllos und ohne Mafel, namligd 
Ch rifti. 

Der Pajfus BV. 13—21 enthalt eine Mahnung 3u glauben3fefter 
und freudiger Hoffnung auf Grund der Gnade, die in der Offenbarung 
SCju Chrijti enthalten ijt. Wuf Grund de3 Empfanges diefer Gnade, fo 
fiihrt der Apojtel aus, follen die Chrijten fich als gehorjame Kinder 
Gottes berhalten und betveijfen und demnach in ihrem gangen Wandel 
heilig fein. 

Diefe Ermahnung wird nun nod eindringlider motiviert Durch die 
Erinnerung an den unbvergleichlicjen Preis, den der Sohn Gottes erlegt 
hat, um die Erldfung der Menjchheit zu ergielen. Das Partizip macht 
die Ermahnung bejfonders eindrudspoll: Da ihr wit, weil ihr die 
Erfenntni$ habt. Das war den Chrijten in den nordlichen Provingen 
Kleinafien3 vom Apoftel mit befonderem Nachdruck ans Herz gelegt 
worden, diefe Erfenntnis Hatten fie Durch die ihnen gegebene Velehrung 
getwonnen, dag fie namlich) nicht vermittels verganglider Dinge oder 
Werte (piaord, fajt jubjtantivifd) losgefauft worden waren. Mein, das 
Lofegeld, das in diefem Falle entrichtet wurde, ging meit iiber alle ge- 
wihnlicen Vergleiche hinaus. Conjt fonnte man wohl an Silber und 
Gold denfen, da Geld und Geldeswert gebraucht wurden, um Menfden 
bon leiblicer Knechtidaft gu erldfen und gu befreien. Hier aber war 
die Sadlage fo: Die Lefer deS Briefes Hatten unter der RKnecht\haft 
eines eitlen, fittlic) gehaltlofen Wejens gelebt. ES war ein Leben und 
Wefen, tie fie e3 bon ihren Vatern her, durch viele Generationen hin- 
Durch, itberfommen Hatten. Manche Wusleger denfen wegen pIaord und 
pataos an die Citelfeit des KalberdienfteSs in der Wiijte, die fic) dann 
auch noch fpater hie und da im Bolfe Ysrael fand. Wmndere denfen an 
die Gebhaltlofigkeit des gangen Heidnifcden Gigendienftes, bon dem ja 
fon der Pfjalmijt fagt: ,Die Nichtfe der Heiden find Silber und 
Gold.” Diefe alten gigendienecrifden Religionen hatten einen gewal- 
tigen Halt an den Geelen ihrer Anhanger, nicht nur eine vis inertiae, 
fondern eine Starfe, die fich mit der grépten Babigkeit behauptete. 

Wher was feines Menfden Macht an fich ausgerichtet hatte, das 
bermochte Die Kraft der jtellvertretenden Genugtuung Chrifti. Die 
Menfahen find erlojt, losqgemacht, loSqefauft von dem fittlic) gehaltlofen 
Leben, das fie nach der baterlichen itberlieferung gefiihrt Hatten. Die 
Erlofung ijt durch Chrijtum gefdehen; die objeftive Verfshnung ift durd 
ihn bereitet tyordDen. Und der von ihm erlegte Preis ijt fein geringerer 
als der feines eigenen fojtbaren Blute3, das unbefchreiblicen und unz 
vergleichliden Wert hat, weil es das Blut des Gottesfohnes ijt. Dabei 
twird der jtellvertretende Charafter der Verjshnung hervorgehoben durch 
Die nahere Vejtimmung als eines Lammes fledenlo3 und 
ohne Mafel. Chriftus ijt das Lamm Gotte3, Yoh. 1,29, das fis 
fiir die Siinde der Welt dahingegeben hat. Und fein Opfer hat etwige 
Giiltigfeit und Kraft, weil er ohne Fleck und ohne Mafel ijt, heilig, unz 
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jdhuldig, unbeflectt, von den Siindern abgefondert und hiher denn der 
Himmel, Hebr. 7,26. So hat Chriftus, das Lamm Gottes, fein Leben 
gegeben in Diefer eingigartigen und vollfommenen Stellvertretung, die 
auf etwige Zeiten geniigt; denn mit einem Opfer hat er in Cwigfeit 
vollendet, die geheiligt werden. 

Hebr. 9,15. (Ciehe Vand V, 930 Ff.) 

Sebr. 10, 19. 20: Da mir nun, Briider, BuverfigGt 
faben gum Cingang in das Heiligtte in Dem Blute 
SEfu, den er eingeweiht hat fiir uns als frifden 
und ITebendigen Weg, Durdh den BVorhang hindurd, 
das ijt, fein Fleija. 

Der heilige Schreiber ermahnt hier, ganz abnlich wie Petrus in 
den eben behandelten Worten, gum rechten Fefthalten und gu ordent- 
lichem Gebrauch der neuteftamentliden HeilSgiiter. Cr hatte im 
vorhergehenden Wbjchnitt die Ungeniigfamfeit der Opfer des Wlten 
Bundes gefchildert, um demgegeniiber um fo nachdriiclider den Wert der 
einmaligen Gelbfthingabe Chriftt zu betonen. Der itbergang gu dem 
neuen Paragraphen liegt in den Worten: ,Wo aber Vergebung von 
Diejen ijt, Da ijt fein Opfer mehr fiir die Sitnde.“ 

Eben diefen Gedanfen fihrt der heilige Schreiber nun etivad tveiter 
aus. Cr weijt hin auf die Suberficht, Die Getrojtheit, die Gewifheit, die 
wir Chrijten haben Durd das Blut Chrifti, durch die Tatfache, 
dak unjer Heiland fein Bhit an unferer Statt vergojjen hat. Wir 
haben dicje Getrujtheit gum Cingang in da3 Heiligite des Himmels. 
Gr, der felber der Weg und die Wahrheit und das Leben ijt, hat uns 
Diefen Weg gum Himmel eingetwweiht und gedffnet. Cr hat uns die 
Statte bereitet und e3 uns ermodglicht, ihm nachgugehen. Bgl. Yoh. 
14,1ff. Gr ijt unfer Vorlaufer, unfer zoddoopuos (Rap. 6,19. 20), und 
wir follen und finnen ifm nachfolgen. 3 ijt ein frifder Weg, 
einer, Der erjt neulich erdffnet worden ijt. Und er ijt ein [ebendiger 
Weg, nicht cin folcher, der durch tote Raume fiihrt, fondern er hat jelber 
Das Gottesleben in jich, fo dak er die Kraft hat, alle, die Darauf wandeln, 
gewiplich an ihr Ziel gu fiibhren. 

Cin weiteres Bild wird hingugefiigt in den Worten Durd den 
Vorhang hindurd, das ift, fein Fleifdh. Wie der grofe 
Vorhang vor dem Allerheiligften im Tempel zu Yerujalem am Tode3- 
tage ded Heilandes Zerrijjen wurde, fo dak das Allerheiligite nun vor 
den Wugen der gangen Welt enthiillt twar, fo hat Chrijtus durch feine 
Gelbjthingabe den Vorhang feines Fleifches gedffnet und Zerrifjen. 
&3 war nach Gottes ewigem Rat und Willen nodtig, dak der Heiland 
fein Leben, feinen Leib, in den Zod gab. Aber eben durd den Tod 
Chrijti und durch feinen darauffolgenden Cingang in des Himmels 
Herrlichfeit ijt alles gubereitet, gugeridtet worden, fo daR wir nun 
ungehinderten Zugang gu dem Gnadenthron haben. Dies alles hat die 
ftellvertretende Genugtuung Chrifti betwirtt. $B. E.R. 

(Fortfekung folgt.) 
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Sermon Study on 2 Cor. 4, 3—6. 
(Eisenach Epistle-Lesson for Epiphany. ) 


We shall not be able to understand this beautiful passage without 
a knowledge of the preceding context. The apostle had begun to 
defend the divinity and the glory of his office and the blamelessness 
of his personal character against the scurrilous attacks made against 
both by his opponents in Corinth. He had spoken of the divinity of 
his office chap. 3, 1—5, of the glory of the ministry of the Gospel, 
whose glory far transcends that of the ministry of the Law. In view 
of this greater glory of the New Testament ministry there was no 
need of placing a veil on the face of a minister of the Gospel. Moses 
needed such a veil lest the Israelites see the gradual passing away 
of his glory and hence refuse to submit to him and his ministration 
of a covenant whose glory would in the course of time pass away, 
as the glory symbolical of it passed away from the face of Moses, 
chap. 3,18. They were to wait patiently and bear the heavy burden 
of ceremonial rituals until God Himself would end the dispensation 
of the Law and inaugurate the greater, imperishable glory of the 
Gospel era. In the day of Paul this time had fully arrived. Hence 
in clear and unmistakable language, which left nothing hidden, Paul 
proclaimed that liberty from the Old Testament dispensation which 
had been procured by Christ. Alas! instead of rejoicing at the news, 
the Jews rejected the Gospel and opposed and even persecuted those 
who preached it. Why? Their minds were blinded, v.14; a veil was 
still hanging before their eyes. Once the veil covering Moses’ face 
served a good purpose; but now it was “done away in Christ.” Now 
the refusal of the Jews to come out of the bondage of the Ceremonial 
Law and accept the glorious liberty of Christ, their misapplied loyalty 
to the Mosaic Law, hung like a veil before their hearts, effectually 
preventing their acceptance of Jesus as the Christ, v.15. This veil 
remains until the Jew is converted. No hope for salvation for any 
Jew except through removal of the veil by faith in Jesus. Such 
faith can be wrought only by the Lord, who is that Spirit, v.17, of 
whom Paul had spoken, giving life, v.6, and righteousness, v. 9, 
and liberty, v.17. Thank God, says the apostle, we no longer have 
the veil before our eyes. We behold the glory of the Lord, though 
not yet in the perfection of yonder life, but still as through a glass, 
darkly, 1 Cor. 13,12; yet we see Him in His glory, our God, our 
Lord, our Savior. His glory is a living and life-giving glory, changing 
us into the same image from glory to glory already in this life, even 
as by the Spirit of the Lord. 

Since so glorious a Gospel has been committed unto the ministers 
of the Gospel by the grace of God, they weary not in proclaiming this 
message and for that very reason they strive after holiness of life 
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before God and man, lest the glory of the Gospel be dimmed by the 
imperfection of their lives, chap. 4, 1. 2. 

And now the apostle takes up an objection that may have been 
voiced frequently in order to disparage the Gospel he preached. If 
your Gospel is really the revelation of the glory of God, why do not 
all men accept it? Why does it not prove its alleged divine power 
of illumination by converting all mankind? In answer to this ques- 
tion the apostle writes: “But if our Gospel be hid, it is hid to them 
that are lost.” “To them,” év, in them, in their hearts. The Gospel 
in itself is not a veiled, obscure matter, but a bright and shining 
light, as the apostle declares vv. 4.6. And this Gospel, clear as sun- 
light, is not hidden under a bushel, but was already in those early 
days of the Christian Church sending forth its bright rays into Asia 
Minor, Europe, and even into dark Africa. But as the Light of 
the world, Jesus Christ, was in the world and the world knew Him 
not, John 1, 5. 10, so the light of the Gospel, proceeding from the 
uncreated Light, shone forth among the nations, but was “hid to 
them.” The apostle uses the word xexaivuuévory, referring back to 
xddvupa, Chap. 3, 18, the veil, and to v. 18, where he had spoken of the 
face, dvaxexadvupuévo, the unveiled face. As it was the fault of the Jews 
of his day that the veil was still hanging before their heart, so it is 
the fault of every one to whom the Gospel remains hidden, veiled, 
that it is so veiled. That is due to the sad fact that such a one still 
is one of those that are lost, perishing. The apostle uses the present 
participle, describing their condition as being lost, in a state of 
perishing. Who these perishing ones are, is stated in the next verse, 
“they which believe not.” They may still be saved out of perdition, 
just as the Jews may have the veil removed from their hearts, if they 
will turn to the Lord. If they cease their unbelief, then the Gospel 
will no longer be hid; then they will not perish, but have everlasting 
life, John 3,16. But as long as they believe not, so long is the 
Gospel hid; and as long as the Gospel is hid, they will perish; and 
as long as they are in a state of perishing, the Gospel is hid from 
them. Lost, perishing, dying, on the way to eternal death, is every 
one to whom the Gospel is hid, not only the ignorant barbarian, but 
also the cultured Greek; not only the illiterate Bushman, but also 
the learned university graduate. All the learning, all the culture, that 
man may have acquired will not avail him if the Gospel of Christ 
is still veiled to him, if that is not yet to him the wisdom of God 
and the power of God. But why does it remain hidden to those 
that are perishing? Why does not the Gospel reveal its glory to 
them, illumine their dark and unbelieving hearts? The fault lies 
not in the Gospel, as though it were not sufficient to overcome the 
darkness of man’s heart, Rom.1,16. Nor does the fault rest with 
God, as though He were unwilling to take the veil from their hearts, 
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Ezek. 33,11; 1 Tim. 2,4; 2 Pet.3,9. The fault lies elsewhere, as the 
apostle points out. 


“In whom the god of this world hath blinded the minds of them 
which believe not lest the light of the glorious Gospel of Christ, 
who is the image of God, should shine unto them,” v. 4. In the form 
of a participle clause the apostle states the reason why the Gospel 
is veiled to them that are lost. The god of this world blinds their 
minds. Aiéy, an age, a period of time, in New Testament usage the 
phrase “this age, this world,” signifies especially the period preceding 
the last advent of Christ, a period of wickedness, in which sin and 
Satan still rule, as distinguished from the “the world to come,” Matt. 
12, 32, the Kingdom of Glory. The “god” of this world, of this age 
of wickedness, is, of course, Satan, called god in the sense of ruler, 
as Christ calls him the prince of this world, John 12, 31; 14, 30; 
16,11; and Paul calls him prince of the air, Eph. 2,2; ep. Eph. 6, 12. 
In so far as this age is a creation of God, God is and remains the 
Ruler; but in so far as it is evil, it emanates only from Satan. 
Satan has not the least part in the creation and preservation of the 
world; that is a work solely and entirely of God. And God has not 
the least part in the creation and preservation of sin and evil; that 
is solely and altogether the work of Satan. Because the present world 
in its entirety lieth in the Wicked One, 1 John 5, 19, ep. 18, this 
Wicked One may indeed, and very properly, be called the god, the 
ruler, of this world, a god who has subjects far more eager to serve 
him than even Christians are willing to do the will of their Savior- 
God. This god of this world has blinded the minds of the unbelievers. 
The apostle uses the aorist, viewing Satan’s work not so much in its 
various stages, but as an act complete in itself. God had created 
man upright, with a knowledge of that which was good. Though 
Adam and Eve had no experience of that which was evil, yet they 
knew that it would not be good to disobey God. Though they had 
not yet experienced the slightest desire to commit such a great wicked- 
ness and sin against God, yet Satan succeeded in blinding their minds 
by instilling doubt as to the word of God in their hearts, by veiling 
this word of their Creator, obscuring its true meaning. That has ever 
since been the work of this arch-enemy of God and man, the blinding 
of their minds, vojyata, the products of the vodis, the thoughts, wishes, 
plans, desires, etc. These thoughts, etc., are the thoughts of them 
that believe not; thoughts arising out of unbelieving hearts, out of 
hearts of such as know not God, but are aliens and enemies of God, 
Rom. 8,7; hence thoughts by their very origin sinful, opposed to 
God, hostile to Him. And as soon as these sinful thoughts arise in 
the hearts of the unbelievers, they are blinded by Satan, so that they 
cannot possibly perceive, see, understand, that whereby man can alone 
be saved. That is the sinister purpose Satan has in mind, as the 
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apostle puts it, “lest the light of the glorious Gospel of Christ. . . 
should shine unto them.” Light, ywrouds. The Greek word etymo- 
logically means the act of illumination; yet it is used quite fre- 
quently in classical Greek in the sense of light, brightness, and the 
LXX use this word rather frequently in translating 718, light. The 
current meaning of this word therefore seems to have been light, 
and there is no cogent reason to accept the word in the etymological 
meaning here as there is in v.6. We therefore adopt the translation 
of the English Bible, the light. There is a light shining in this world, 
the light of the Gospel of the glory of Christ, who is the Image of 
God. This Gospel speaks of the glory of Christ, a twofold glory. 
In the first place. it tells us that Christ, as Paul puts it, is the Image 
of God. True, also man is called the image of God. He was created 
in the image and after the likeness of God, Gen. 1, 26.27; Eph. 4, 24; 
Col. 8,10; 1 Cor.11,7. Yet man is a created image of God, an image 
pertaining only to certain attributes of God, hence an image which 
never made man the equal of the uncreated, eternal God. Christ is 
the Image of God in a unique sense. Even from eternity He is the 
Son of God’s love, Col. 1, 8, the Image of the invisible God, the First- 
born of —or, as the context clearly indicates, before — all creatures, 
Col. 1,15—17. Christ is the uncreated Image of God, by whom and 
for whom, for whose glory and service, all things were made. There- 
fore the Letter to the Hebrews calls Him “the Brightness of His 
glory,” dxatvyaoua, the emission of brightness, the efflux of light, the 
effulgence of His glory, in whom the glory of God Himself shines 
forth. And He is called the express Image of His Person, yagaxtjo 
th¢ bxootdcews, the exact impress of His essence, in which not the 
slightest detail is missing, in whom we see the very essence of God 
in its fulness, Heb. 1,3. In this unique sense only the eternal Son 
of the eternal Father is God’s Image, very God of very God. Even 
after His incarnation, after He had become the Christ, He still is 
the Image of God in this unique sense, Col.2,9; John 1,14; 3,13; 
10,30; 14,9.10. While this glory was veiled during the days of His 
flesh in order that He might perform the work for which He had 
come into the world, He is now sitting at the right hand of the 
majesty of God in the heavenly places, Eph. 2, 20—23; Rev. 5, 6—14. 
Truly, the Gospel is a Gospel of the glory of Christ, who is the Image 
of God. Yet that is only part of His glory. His is a glory even more 
important and praiseworthy to the children of men, the glory that 
this Christ is indeed the CHRIST, the Messiah, the divinely anointed, 
God-appointed Savior and Redeemer of the world. He, the Image 
of the invisible God, took upon Himself the likeness of man, Phil. 
2,7.8; Heb. 2,14—17, in order that He might restore to man, the 
sinner, that image of God which had been his chief ornament at 
creation, but which in unspeakable folly he had cast aside at the 
3 
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instigation of Satan, becoming Satan’s subject, like Satan an enemy 
of God, an outcast, doomed to eternal damnation. Through His 
vicarious obedience, His atoning sacrifice, His suffering and death 
He obtained for man forgiveness of sins, righteousness and perfec- 
tion, so that man through faith in the Christ may again be an image 
of God, changed into the same image from glory to glory, even as 
by the Spirit of the Lord, 2 Cor.3,18. A Gospel speaking of so 
glorious a person and so glorious a work is indeed a Gospel of glory; 
and since this message concerns us, all mankind, it is indeed a Gospel, 
an evangel, good tidings of great joy, a light indeed before which all 
darkness of sin, and sorrow, and despair, and death, and hell must 
disappear. This is the light which the apostles brought to the world 
in preaching Christ and Him crucified. And this is the light against 
which Satan ever directs his fiercest attacks. He knows that this 
Gospel is the power of God unto salvation to every one that believeth. 
He knows that, once a man has accepted this Gospel, has come to 
this light, he is translated out of his kingdom of darkness into the 
kingdom of Christ, the realms of light and life. In order to pre- 
vent this, in order to keep men from the light, from the enjoyment 
of life eternal, he blinds their minds lest the light of the glorious 
Gospel of Christ, who is the Image of God and the Redeemer of the 
world, shine, dawn, unto them and like the morning dawn dispel 
the gloom of night. Satan indeed is the adversary of God and man, 
the Wicked One. 

The explanation which the apostle here gives does not answer all 
questions which human reason has put and will put. There is still 
the mystery, Why does God not prevent Satan from blinding the 
hearts of men? This question is not answered in the Bible. It is 
sufficient for us to know that this is in no manner the fault of God, 
that it is due to Satan, who blinds the minds of men, and to man, 
who suffers himself to be thus blinded. Beyond this answer we can- 
not go lest we be lost in the wilderness of Calvinism or in the desert 
of synergism. — 

Satan still blinds the hearts and thoughts of men, and with no 
less success than in the days of the apostles. There still are one 
billion three hundred millions of heathen in the world, walking in 
utter darkness, not knowing, not having heard, of the light of the 
Gospel of the glory of Christ. What blinding of hearts within the 
so-called Christian world! How many millions are blinded to the 
beauties of the Gospel by love of self, of riches, of pleasure, of honor. 
Christian Scientists brazenly palm off as science and Christianity 
what is neither the one nor the other, but the blind groping of un- 
sound minds steeped in utter darkness. Bible critics wilfully close 
their eyes to plain statements of the Bible, deliberately misinterpret 
them in order to be able to charge the Bible with inaccuracies, obsti- 
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nately refusing to accept the evidence of the excavators’ spades, 
closing their ears to the very stones crying out in corroboration of 
the Biblical records. What blinding of the minds goes on to this 
day in the Church of Rome, Pope and priests uniting to becloud the 
light of the Gospel by the infamous teaching of work-righteousness 
and trust in human efforts rather than in the grace of God in Christ 
Jesus! What blinding of the minds within the Reformed denomi- 
nations, which deny clearly revealed truths simply because they will 
follow their own reason, which is blind, utterly blind, in matters 
spiritual. What blindness within our own Lutheran Church, blind- 
ness to the wonderful opportunities arising on all sides to bring the 
Gospel to others! What blindness to the real treasures of our Church, 
to our glorious heritage! What groping after new methods! What 
pandering to the Zeitgeist! What conformity with the world! What 
glorying in externals, in numbers, in “accomplishments” of Lu- 
therans! What blindness to our own faults and failings! What 
reliance on mere formalism! Surely, Satan is still blinding the minds 
of men, and his efforts are just as successful as they were in the days 
of Christ and of Paul. 


The apostle had closed with a panegyric of his Gospel. He con- 
tinues: “For we preach not ourselves, but Christ Jesus the Lord and 
ourselves your servants for Jesus’ sake.” Why the for? The apostle 
thereby justifies his hymn of praise of the Gospel. Our Gospel, he 


means to say, is indeed a bright and shining light, filled with heavenly 
glory; for we preach not ourselves, etc. We are not heralding our- 
selves, blowing our own horn. We are not, as some of our opponents 
slander us, preaching a man-made gospel, a gospel centering round 
about our own persons, having in view our own glorification, our own 
benefit. Nor are we preaching the Gospel of Christ for personal 
gain, for temporal advantages, in order to attract large numbers, and 
are therefore toning down its demands, beveling off its sharp edges, 
accommodating it to human reason, smoothing it down to suit pop- 
ular fancy. No, no; we preach Christ Jesus the Lord. The only 
purpose of our preaching is to extol Christ, to exalt Jesus, to put 
Him into the place He claims as His and which rightfully belongs 
to Him, to proclaim Him Lord, King of kings and Lord of lords, 
the Messiah Jesus, who was crucified, dead, and buried for our sins, 
but was raised again on the third day for our justification and now 
sits at the right hand of God the Father Almighty. He, and He 
alone, is the subject of our preaching. His Gospel, the bright and 
shining light, we dare not dim by adding to it any thoughts of our 
own or by taking away the slightest ray of its divine perfection. 
We preach Christ Jesus, and our sole object in preaching Him is the 
glorification of His wonderful name, to say that at the name of 
Jesus every knee should bow of things in heaven and things in earth 
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and things under the earth and that every tongue should confess that 
Jesus Christ is LORD, to the glory of God the Father, Phil. 2, 10. 11. 

“Ourselves”? So people may slander us, as though we were 
preaching ourselves. We can truthfully say that we preach ourselves 
indeed, but not in the manner that our opponents charge us with. 
“Ourselves your servants.” So little do we seek our own advantage 
and interests in preaching our Gospel that we gladly become and 
remain servants, slaves, bondslaves, and your slaves, willing to give 
up all our own comfort and ease and convenience and gain in order 
to serve you, to bring the Gospel to you, to lead you out of darkness 
into this marvelous light. Such servants we are for the sake, because 
of, our Lord Jesus. Because this Jesus has saved us, because the 
life that we now live we live by the faith of the Son of God, who 
loved us and gave Himself for us, Gal. 2, 20, therefore, constrained by 
our love to this Jesus, we gladly are your servants that you also may 
become like unto us, the image of God. What a lesson for all who 
would be faithful pastors, yea, for all who like Paul have expe- 
rienced the life-changing power of the Gospel of the glory of Jesus 
Christ! 

“For God, who commanded the light to shine out of darkness, 
hath shined in our hearts to give the light of the knowledge of the 
glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ,” v.6. The sense is clear, 
even though the construction is not altogether smooth. It is best 
to supply gory before 6 #auwerv. God shined in our hearts, coming 
into them by the preaching of the Gospel as the light falls into 
a dark and dreary place and then shining in our hearts with its life- 
giving rays, illuminating them, changing them from dens of dark- 
ness to temples of the living God, which are filled with the glory of 
heavenly light. The apostle expresses this in words of peculiar 
grandeur, suiting the language to the exalted subject, “towards, for, 
the illumination of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face 
of Jesus Christ.” The English translators used here, the same as in 
v.4, the word light for pwtouds. This translation renders neces- 
sary the adding of the word give, which is really implied in “illumi- 
nation.” Without this addition the word light does not suit the con- 
text; hence we prefer here the translation illumination. Towards, for, 
ods, is used here not merely of the purpose, but of the effect, as, 
e.g., Luke 14,32; John 11,4; 1 John 5,16; 2 Pet.3,16. “Of the 
knowledge” is the genitive of apposition or definition; the illumina- 
tion consists in the knowledge. The words “in the face of Jesus 
Christ” are by some connected with “illumination.” The sense 
remains the same whether we so combine it or, as many others do, 
with “glory of God.” God’s shining in the heart of the apostle was 
not without effect. While in many, through the wiles of Satan, the 
minds are blinded and the Gospel remains veiled, in our hearts God 
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shined for, towards, illumination, thus accomplishing His purpose. 
And this illumination consisted in the knowledge of the glory of God 
in the face of Jesus Christ. The face is that part of the body 
whereby we most readily recognize a person, since it best reveals 
his identity. In the face of Jesus, as we become acquainted with 
Him in the Gospel, we learn to know the glory of God. There is no 
higher glory of God than that revealed to us through Jesus, in the 
face of Jesus, who is the exact image of God. Without Jesus we are 
without God, without hope. Knowing Jesus, we have God, we have 
illumination, light, divine hope, assurance that cannot make ashamed. 
All this is possible only because God has shined in our hearts, the 
same God who at creation “commanded the light to shine out of 
darkness.” His word called light into existence where there was 
no light before, calling light to come forth where only darkness had 
existed. His almighty power has not ceased; His creative word 
has not lost its efficacy. The miracle of the first creation day is 
repeated whenever an unbeliever is brought to saving faith by the 
almighty word of the almighty grace of God. That does not imply 
that almighty grace is irresistible grace, forcing man against his 
will to accept what he would not have accepted had he not been 
compelled to do so against his will. No, God does not force conver- 
sion on any one. (Cp. Triglotta, p. 904; Form. Conc., Art. II, 
§§ 60. 63.) We have also been told by the apostle that Satan succeeds 
in blinding the hearts of man against the Gospel, which is invariably 
preached with the intention of saving and illuminating man. Yet 
illuminating grace is almighty grace; else no man could be changed 
from darkness to light, from death to life. It is not man, not human 
efforts, not human preparation, not human choice, that brings about 
this illumination; it is wrought by God’s almighty grace alone, that 
same power that was operative in the work of calling light out of 
darkness on the first day. 

The apostle connects this verse also with “for.” Since we know 
that it is God alone who by His almighty grace has wrought this 
change in us, why should we preach ourselves and not rather Him 
through whom alone God has made possible this work of illumi- 
nation? Preaching ourselves would frustrate the very purpose of our 
ministry, the salvation of mankind. And since we know that God 
has expelled the darkness from our hearts, which was no less dense 
than the darkness in other hearts, Eph. 2,3; since we know that the 
Gospel of the glory of Christ succeeded in foiling the attempts of 
Satan to keep our hearts blinded, as he had blinded us while we were 
still unbelievers; since we know that this Gospel has removed the 
veil which was upon our hearts also; therefore we willingly, gladly, 
preach Jesus Christ the Lord, willingly, gladly, become and remain 
your servants, proclaiming to you the Gospel of the glory of Christ 
that you also may have the light of the knowledge of the glory of 
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God in the face of Jesus Christ and, with open face beholding, as 
in a glass, the glory of the Lord, may be changed into the same 
image from glory to glory even as by the Spirit of the Lord. 

Epiphany, the manifestation of the glory of Jesus. Our lesson 
is replete with Epiphany thoughts. We have here a hymn of praise 
of the glorious Gospel of Christ, who is the Image of God. Here we 
have men whose hearts are filled with the glory of this light; men 
who are willing to go to the utmost if only Christ be glorified. Here 
we have the glory of God, the glory of Jesus, the glory of the Gospel, 
light, and brightness, and illumination, and shining, and life, and 
hope everlasting. And in darkest contrast we have the night of 
Satan’s kingdom and his sinister efforts to deprive man of the light 
and glory intended for them by God: Satan’s wickedness in endeav- 
oring to frustrate the plan of salvation carried out at such costs. And 
as we see his success, as we view millions of people still in his 
kingdom, we are constrained to exclaim: Send, O God, Thy light 
and Thy truth that man may know Thee and whom Thou hast sent, 
Jesus Christ, the Light of the world. 


Why should we not weary in preaching the glorious Gospel of 
Christ? 1. If it be hid, it is hid in them that are lost. 2. It is the 
Gospel of the glory of Christ. 3. It is the Gospel which has given 
us light.— Man’s wisdom is seeking to improve conditions in this 
world, devising many schemes, advising various reforms. What the 
world needs, what the Church needs, what our Synod needs, what 
every individual needs, is the glory of Epiphany. Why does the world 
need most of all the glorious Gospel? 1. Without this Gospel there 
is only darkness, vv.2—4a. 2. With the Gospel comes the light of 
the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ, 
vv. 4b—6. — Oh, send out Thy light and Thy truth! 1. Make us 
children of light. 2. Make us bearers of light.— The Glory of the 
Gospel. 1. It proclaims the glory of Him who is the Image of God. 
2. It illumines the darkness of men’s hearts. 3. It is the only light 
unto life. (If it is hid, if Satan succeeds in blinding man, man is 
lost.) — Preach the Gospel! 1. Shall we, through our neglect to do 
mission-work, aid Satan in blinding man’s minds? 2. Shall we not 
rather aid in spreading the only saving light?— Two rulers, two 
kingdoms, in this world, Jesus and Satan. Only one is the King, 
and only His is a Kingdom of Glory. However, does it not detract 
from the glory of Jesus that another god rules in the world? No. 
The glory of Jesus magnified by contrast with Satan. 1. Satan is 
the god of this world (the wicked ruler of a passing world to be cast 
out into utter darkness). Jesus is the Image of God (holy, perfect, 
eternal, etc.). 2. Satan is a wilful murderer; Jesus, the Savior from 
death. 3. Satan blinds the minds of men; Jesus illuminates them 
with the light shining to the perfect day. Tu. LAETSCH. 
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Dispofitionen iiber die erfte von der Synodalfonferens 
angenommene Cvangelienreihe. 


Nenjahr. 
Ruf. 13, 1—9. 


Wm Silvefterabend blicen wir riicwart3 auf das vergangene Jahr 
und demiitigen uns vor unferm Gott. Heute blicen wir vor allem vorz 
warts und fuden Kraft und Mut fiir da3 fommende Jahr. Aber auch 
heute dDarf der Mitcfwartsblicl nicht fehlen; doch joll die Whjicht haupt- 
fachlich fein, aus der Vergangenheit etivas fiir die Bufunft gu lernen. — 
Das Gleichnis, das FEjus hier, VB. 6—9, ergahlt, ijt ein trefflider Lert 
fiir Diefen Bivecd. Wir wollen e3 auf uns jelber antwenden; und da ijt 
der Grundgedanfe offenbar diefer: 


Gott fommet gu un3 am Nenjahr3tag und fut Frudt. 

1. Unfer Befenntni3: Wir find unfrudtbare 
Baume gewejfen; 

2. unfer Gelitbde: Wir wollen mit Gottes Hilfe 
frudtbare Saume werden. 


2, 

1. Wie fam FEfus dazu, diejes Gleichnis gu erzahlen? BV. 1—5. 
Offenbar bericdtete man dem HErrn diejen Unglidsfall mit dem Hinter- 
gedanfen: Das miifjen aber fejlechte Menfden gewejen fein! Bejus 
fagt: Sa — aber nicht fehlecdhter als ihr. RKiimmert euch nidt darum, 
weshalb diefe bor andern bon Gottes Geridht getroffen wurden; da3 
ijt Gottes Sache, und er twird fich felbft gu rechtfertigen wiffen. Wendet 
ihr das auf euch felber an. Oder feid ihr nicht fchuldig? — Das gilt 
auch ung. Wie fommt’3, daB tir nod leben, dak Gott feine fchiibende 
Hand iiber uns gehalten hat, dak wir, wenn wir ehrlich fein wollen, bez 
fennen miiffen: Gott hat uns reich gefeqnet, im Geijtliden und im 
Srdijden, tahrend andere diefe oder jene Heimfuchung erlitten haben, 
ja ir erlegen find? Gind wir nicht jdhuldig? 

2. Wir miijffen uns fdhamen. Bei folder Priifung denft man gar 
gu oft nur an BegehungSfiinden; und wenn man fich da verhaltnis- 
magig fret twweik, halt man den Kopf hoch. Aber diefer Feigenbaum 
fonnte fich britjten: Yeh babe nie jchlechte Friichte getragen! — Der 
HErr redet hier nur von Unterlajjungsfiinden. Das ijt Gottes Haupt- 
abjicht: tir follen Gutes tun. Dak die Behn Gebote ihrer Form nad 
Verbote find, hat feinen Grund nur darin, dak wir fo veratweifelt bofe 
find, immer zur Giinde geneigt, fo daj Gott immer erjt dem Bofen 
twehren mug. 

8. a. Wes, was wir find und haben, fommt bon Gott (er , hatte” 
einen Feigenbaum; ,gepflangt“; ,in feinem Weinberge”; ,, Wein 
gartner”; chrijtlice Eltern; Taufe; chriftlide Schule und Kirche; treue 
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Rehrer und Paftoren; eine Synode, die dafiir forgt, dag twir foldje 
Lehrer und Pajtoren haben; Religionsfreibeit). 

b. Wir nehmen das alles hin, als ob fich das von felber verftiinde, 
ja bilden un wohl gar etivas darauf ein. Wie viele Menfdjen, die nicht 
im Weinberg find! Und wir find doch in gleider Schuld. 

ce. Mehr: wir find undanfbar gewejen. Wir find fdreclid ins 
Holz gefdofien, haben madhtige Biwcige getricben, die nur Laub trugen; 
den irdijden Segen Gottes haben wir zu unniigen, felbjtfiidtigen und 
noch fdjledteren Zivecten mipbraudt; in der Kirche haben wir vielfad 
auf das YMuere gejehen, und das redte innere Wacdh3tum foie die 
rehten Friichte (laute3, weittragendes Beugni3 von Chrijto, Bau de3 
Reidhes Chrijti) haben gelitten. 

d. Gelbjft das Meffer de$ Weingartners, das er in den Tebten 
Sabhren fart angefebt hat, hat vielfach nicht die rechte Wirfung gehabt; 
wir haben nur die Wunden und den triefenden Saft gefehen, in Selbjt- 
mitleid geflagt, aber den rechten Bie verfannt; und nun, wo die 
Wunden heilen, ijt Gefahr, dak wir in das alte geile Wachfen gu- 
ritcfallen. 

4. Wo liegt der Grund? Wenn ein Feigenbaum unfrudtbar ijt, 
fo liegt Der Grund tief, in Wurzel und Lebensfaft. Wo gar feine Frucht 
ijt, fehlt das geijtlice Leben, der Glaube; wo die Frucht fparlich ift, 
ijt Der Glaube fein und jcdhtwach. CS ijt nodtig, daR wir Bue tun und 
bitten: ,O€rr, jtarfe un3 den Glauben!” Luf.17,5. — 3 fann ja 


nicht immer fo tweitergehen. Drei Sabre! Lange hat Gott Geduld ge- 
habt; j{chlieplich wird auch feine Langmut cin Ende haben, und e3 fommt 
das Urteil: ,Haue ihn ab; was hindert er das Land!“ 


2. 


1. Der HErr hat un groke Gnade erzeigt, indem er fo lange Ge-z 
duld mit uns gehabt hat. Wie alt bijt du? Wie oft ijt der HErr ge- 
fommen und hat Frucht gefudt! Doc) hat er uns ein Yahr nad dem 
andern gefdenft. Das haben wir dem gropen Weingartner gu ver- 
danfen, der Fiirfprace fiir un3 eingelegt hat. \ 

2. Er foenft uns heute wieder cin neues Yahr. C3 ijt ihm cine 
groge Enttaufdung, dak er abermals vergeblidh Frucdht fut. Dennod 
fneidet er uns heute die Gnadenzeit nicht ab, fondern lagt uns tweiter 
Yeben; und folange tir leben, heift e3: Lied 223. 

3. Go foll feine Gnade in diefem Bahr iiber uns walten. Er 
fommt nicht gu ftrafen, wie mir e3 berdienen; er wird alle’, was daz 
hinten Liegt, bergeben und vergeffen um de$ guten Weingartners willen, 
Der immer noch nicht die Hoffnung aujfgibt. 

4. Gr bietet uns aufs neue feine gottlide Gilfe an (B.8); Wort 
und Gaframent. Jn den Gnadenmitteln fommt er felbjt gu uns und 
wir mit allem Ernjt an unjern Gergen; auch hier fann er fagen: 
Sef.5,4. Wenn’s vergeblid ift, fo ijt e3 nicht feine Schuld, fondern 


i 
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unjere (,06 er wollte Frucht bringen”; gwar nicht im Urtert, dod 
im Zufammenbang und B. 34). 

5. Wogu foll uns da3 nun betwegen? Wir horen das fdhrecklide 
Wort: BV. 9b; das joll uns erfdrecten. Bor allem aber fehen wir feine 
Giite und Gnade; wollen wir uns nicht dadurch gur Bue und zur 
Vefjerung beiwegen lafjen? 

SGHlup: Das Gleichnis erzahlt nicht, ob der Feigenbaum fdliek- 
lich Frucht getragen hat; abjichtlich nidt. Wuch bei uns ijt die Ge- 
jhidhte noch nicht gu Ende. Fiir Jerufalem lagen gu der Beit die drei 
Sabre befonderer Gnadengzeit dabinten; der HErr madhte nun nod einen 
lebten Verfudh; dann fam das Gericht. Yeder Menfd, jedes Volf, jedes 
Land hat cine befondere Gnadengeit. — Cin neues Yahr; doch: Lied 
229, 6. 7. ee ee Theo. Hover. 


Sonntag nach Nenjahr. 
Matth. 9, x—13. 

Dah der HErr FEjus einjt Zollner und Sitnder annahm, twar nicht 
nur Zu feiner Zeit den Pharifaern und Sehrifigelehrten argerlid, fon- 
dern ijt auch heute noch den vernunjtitolzen und felbjtgeredten Menfden 
ein anjtipiges Ding. Gie find der Meinung, cin fo tugendhafter, hei- 
liger Mann, wie FEjus e3 getwefen fei, hatte fich von folchen itbelberiich- 
tigten, groben Giindern fernbalten follen. Golde Menfden fennen 
NEfum nicht als Heiland der Siinder, fondern halten ihn nur fiir einen 


wweifen Tugendlehrer. Wer Chrijto auf dem Wege der Tugend folge, fet 
der Gunft Gottes und de3 Himmels gewig — diefe Meinung twird heut- 
gutage fogar von vielen Rangeln herab verfiindigt; aber wie irrig und 
grundberfehrt ijt folde Anficdt! 

Unfer Lert zeigt un3, twas wir bon YEfu und feinem Amte glau-z 


ben follen. SEjus der Freund der Siinder. 


1. €r ift gefommen, die Gitnder gu fuden und 
zu fid gu giehen. 

2. Cr nimmt alle aufs freundlidjte auf, die als 
Gitnbder zu ihm fommen. 


1. 


Bewei3 aus dem Tert. A. Die Verufung de3 Apoftels Matthaus, 
B.9. Diefer war ein Bollner, gehorte gu der Kaffe bon Leuten, die mit 
notorijdjen Giindern, Ourern (Kap. 21,31), Heiden (Rap. 18,17), ja 
felbjt mit Mirdern, Stragkenraubern und dergleichen (auch bei heidni- 
fen Schriftitellern) gujammengejtellt wurden. Gie galten als niedrige, 
habfiichtige, betriigerifde, harthergige Menfden, wurden als aus der 
RKirchengemeinfdaft ausgefdieden betrachtet. JEjus ruft den Zollner 
Matthaus gu fidj: , Folge mir”, BV. 9; das Heikt: Verlak dein Zollamt; 
werde mein Diinger und Apojtel. YEjus offenbart fid als der grofke 
GSiinderfreund, der auch die groéften Siinder fucht, gu fich gieht, hod ebrt. 
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B. SCjus begeugt felbjt, dak er gefommen ijt, die Giinder gu 
fudjen und Zu fich gu giehen. a. Matthaus bereitete in feinem Haufe dem 
HErrn zu Chren ein Mahl, Luf. 5,29. Bu diefem Mahle fommen viele 
Zoellner und Giinder, und mit diefen febt fic) VEfus gu Tifch, weil er 
Der Giinderfreund und -heiland ijt, der fie von der Getwalt des Teujels 
gu jich giehen mill. Die Pharijaer und Schriftgelehrten murren iiber 
SEju Siinderliebe, BV. 11. b. SEfus verteidigt fein Tun, BV. 12. Das 
twar fein erjter Tert (Rap. 4,17) und fein gangze3 Wirfen: , Tut Buge! 
Kommt zu mir, eurem Heiland (Rap. 11,28). Gerade euretivegen, 
ihr Gitnder, bin ich gefommen.” Ya, wenn tir Menjdhen nicht in Siinde 
gefallen waren, ware fiir JEju Konunen zu uns fein Grund vorhanden. 
Ware der erfte Wdam in der anerfdajffenen Gerechtigfeit bejtanden, hatte 
e3 de8 giveiten Adams nicht bedurft. Uber die Menfden find in die Ge- 
twalt de TeufelS geraten. Darum ijt JCjus, der allmadhtige Gottes- 
fohn, aus unermeplider Liebe gu den Giindern Menjch geworden. Er 
hat in feinem heiligen Leben, bitteren Leiden und Sterben die redhte 
Wrgnei wider unfere Sitndenfranfheit bereitet, und als der rechte Seelen- 
argt jucht SCjus run die Sitndenfranfen, fordert fie auf zur Umfchr, 
twill fie gu fich giehen, Daf fie jeine Wrgnei hinnehmen, fich bon ihm heilen 
lafjen. Go fommt YEjus Heute noch (Hebr. 13,8), nicht fichibar, fon- 
Dern durch fein Wort, das feine Diener in feinem Namen bverfiindigen. 
Sein Ruf zur Sue ergeht auch an uns. 

2. 

Wie fommt e3 denn, dak an jo vielen fein Rufen und Suchen verz 
geblich ijt? 

A. Go viele wollen nicht alS Giinder zu ifm fommen. Ad, fie 
halten fich fiir Gejunde und Geredte. So die Pharijaer und die Schrift. 
gelehrten. Gie bielten fich fiir fromm, twaren ¢3 aber nidt, Quf. 18, 
9—12; Matth. 12,34; 23,23—33. Gie fudhten ihre Geredtigfcit in 
fich felbjt, in ihren duferlicjen Werfen, Opfern, Gebeten, Gottedsz 
Dienjten, und toupten nicht, Dak fie waren elend, jammerlid, arm, blind 
und blog, Offenb.3,17. Daber verachteten fie SEfum, den GSiinderz 
heiland, ftieBen fic) an ifm und blieben ihm fern. QEfus warnt fie 
B.13. Gott fordert von allen Menjchen Barmberzigfcit; das ijt die 
redhte HergzenSgefinnung gegen den Nachjten. Diefe wird geboren aus 
der redten Crfenntnis FEju als de3 Heilande3. Wo feine rechte Er- 
fenntni3 Gottes und de3 HErrn JEju ift, ijt auch feine wahre Liebe gum 
Nachjten. Wn jolcher Liebe aber fehlte e3 den Pharijaern ganglich, und 
fo twaren fie bei aller ihrer vermeintliden Frimmigfcit grobe Gefeges- 
iibertreter, bor Gott franf gum Tode; aber fie leugneten das bejtandig 
und twollten dDarum von FEfu, dem Siinderfreund und -heiland, nichts 
twifjen. 

Diefe Warnung haben Heute auch viele notig, felbft viele in der 
augeren Chrijtenbeit. Golde halten fich auch fiir gefund und fromm, 
berlafjen fic) auf ifr auferlid) ehrbares Leben und meinen, damit bor 
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Gott beftehen gu fonnen. Dabei fehlt auch ifnen die Liebe gu Gott und 
gum Nachjten; fie find ftolz und erheben fich iiber andere, befonders iiber 
tiefgefallene Giinder. Chrijtus ijt gefommen, nicht die Geredften, fon- 
dern die Giinder zur Bue gu rufen. Mit V.12 und 13 will JCjus 
freilich nicht fagen, da e$ auf dicfer Welt Menjchen gabe, die feiner 
Vue bediirften. Wlle Menfden find der Bue bediirftig, Rim. 3, 23. 
Chriftus ijt aud fiir alle Menjchen gefommen, um ifr Argt und Heiland 
gu fein. Wher die jelbjtgeredhten Menfden wollen feiner nidt, und fo 
fann er ihnen nicht helfen. Wpoft. 13, 46. 

B. Wujfs freundlidjte aber nimmt SEfus alle auf, die als Siinder 
gu ifm fommen, da heift, die ifr Siindenelend erfennen und auf feinen 
Ruf hin gu ihm eilen, ihn als ihren cinigen Argt im Glauben annehmen. 
Ex johamt fich auch heute nicht der Siinder, felbft nicht der tiefgefallenen, 
jondern nimmt alle auf3 freundlicdjte auf. Matth. 11,28; Soh. 6,37; 
Sef. 42,3. Wie ein Argt fich freut, wenn Kranfe bei ihm Hilfe fuden, 
fo freut fi JEfus, tenn miibfjelige und beladene Giinder in ihrer 
Angjt und Not bet ihm Hilfe juchen, denn er will der WArgt und Heiland 
der Gitndenfranfen jein. (Maria Magdalena, der Schacher am Kreuz.) 
Wohl allen, die gu ihm eilen und feine Argnet hinnehmen! 

Labt uns gu HJEfu ecilen mie die Kranfen zum WArgt und ihn bitten: 
ied 91, 3.4; und dann laft uns aus Danfbarfeit fiir feine grope Liebe 
gu uns Sitndern mit heifer Gegenliebe ihm wie Matthaus folgen, VB. 9, 
nad jeinem Wort und Willen leben, auch wenn wir deSwegen mande 


irdifde Vorteile und Freuden, nach denen das Fleijch fich fehnt, aufgeben 
und um feinetivillen Spott und Hohn leiden miijfen. BEfus wird uns 
hiergu Kraft geben, Jef. 40, 29.31. Lied 282,4. FH. Eggers. 


Cpiphanien. 
Quf. 4, 16—21. 

Das EpiphaniaSsfejt bringt uns die freudige Votjdhaft: Yoh. 1,14. 
Davon geugt auch unfer heutiges Cvangelium. Yn der Schule feiner 
Vaterftadt Nazareth offenbart fich BEjus feinen Bubhdrern als den 
Meffias, den verheipenen Heiland der Welt. An der Hand unfjers 
Tertes betrachten wir: 

IEfu Heilandsherrlicfeit. 
Wir fehen 
1. Die Gerrlidfecit feiner Perfon; 
2. Die Gerrlidfeit feines Werks. 
1. 

a. Er ijt der Gejalbte und Gefandte de3 HErrn. Er ift fein ge- 
wohnlider Prophet, fondern er ift Der Prophet, der in die Welt fom- 
men follte, 5 Mof. 18,15, der Geilige in BSrael, Vef.47,4. Der Geift 
Gotte3 ruht auf ihm, tweil er der verheifene Meffias ijt, der von Gott 
mit dem QGeiligen Geijt ohne Mak gefalbt ijt, Pjf.45,8; Sef. 11,2; 
42,1. 
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b. DEjus ijt Gott und Menfs in einer erfon, denn in ihm 
twohnt die ganze Fille der Gottheit leibhaftig, Rol. 2,9. Geit er, der 
etvige Sohn Gottes, in unbegreiflider Weife durch den Heiligen Geift 
bon der Jungfrau empfangen tourde, find in S$Eju, dem Marienjohn, die 
Gottheit und Menfedhheit ungertrennlic vereinigt. Cr, der in Nazareth 
ergogen twurde und dort feinen Eltern untertan war; derjelbe FEjus, 
Der in Magareth feine Tage alZ Knabe, Biingling und junger Mann 
verlebte und vor aller Augen gunahm an Alter, Weisheit und Gnade: 
Diefer JEjus ijt der wahre Gott felbjt, der verheifene Meffias, gleicen 
Wejens mit dem Vater. 

ce. So geugt BEfus von jich felbjt in unjerm Lert, wenn er da3 
Wort des Propheten, Jef. 61,1, auf jich jelbjt antwendet, VB. 21. Dasz 
felbe fagt SCjus auch fonjt von fich felbjt aus, 3.B. Joh. 5,23; 8,58; 
10, 30; Matth. 18, 20; 28, 18—20. — Der Vater beftatigt diefjes 
Selbjtzeugnis feines Sohnes Pj.2,7; Matth.3, 16.17; 17,5; Hebr. 
1,5. — Und der Heilige Geijt verjiegelt dieje Offenbarung, dak FEfus 
iiber alles ijt, Der twwahrhaftige Gott und das etvige Leben, der einige 
Sohn de3 Vaters, dem Vater gleich an Macht und Chre Jef. 9,6; Ser. 
23,6; Midad,1; Yoh. 1,1—3.18; Phil. 2,10; Kol. 1, 16.17; 2,3; 
Hebr. 1,3. 6; 1 Joh. 5, 20. 

Xa, SEjus ift wahrhajftiger Menfch und zugleich in cin und derz 
felben Perfon wabhrhaftiger Gott; und felig ijt, wer diefe Wahrheit 
glaubig erfennt, denn diejer Gottmenjd ijt der Heiland. 


2. 

On unferm Tert zeigt der Heiland aber auch die Herrlicfeit feines 
Heilandsiverfs. 

a. 8.21. Ginmal ijt fein Werf das cines Propheten, der das 
Spangelium dem durch die GSiinde gepliinderten armen Menfdenz 
gejdledht verfiindigt. Den armen Menjden, die durd Adams Fall 
allen urfpriinglicgen Reichtum der Crfenntnis Gottes fowie ihre anz 
erjdhaffene Heiligfeit und Geredhtigfeit verforen Hatten, bringt YCfus, 
der Heiland, die jelige Kunde, dak er fiir fie die verlorne Heiligfeit und 
Geredhtigfeit, Huld und Gnade Gottes als ihr Sobherpriejter erworben 
und die durch die Sitnde verdiente Strafe und Verdammnis bon ibnen 
abgetwandt hat. Der gange Ynbhalt feiner Predigt ijt Hilfe und Rettung 
fiir alle Giinder von allen Giinden, bom Zorn Gottes, vom Tod und der 
Gewalt des Teufels ecinerfeits und das Anbieten und Darreiden allen 
Reidhtums an Geredtigteit, Gnade Gottes, KRindjdhaft Gottes und de3 
etwigen LebenS andererfeits, V.18.19. 

b. Das Werk, das der Heiland als Hobherpriejter gur Erlofung der 
Menfden vollbradht hat und das er als der Prophet den Siindern ver- 
fiindigt, mird nun naber im aweiten Teil des 18. Verfes befdjrieben. 
VEjus Hat die gum Tode veriwundeten Gergen gebeilt; er Hat die fiin- 
digen Menjden bon den Ketten der Siinde und der Sflaverei befreit; 
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er hat ibren blinden Herzen das Licht gebracht, da® er durd) jein Leiden 
und GSterben fie erldft, ertorben und geiwonnen bat von allen ibren 
Feinden. Alfo die wunderbare Erldjung, die der Heiland vollbradt 
hat, verfiindigt er den Menfdjen, teilt ihnen feine Heilung und Rettung 
mit und eignet fie ihnen gu. Wllen Miibfeligen und BVeladenen bringt 
er Durd die Predigt des Cbangeliums die Rettung und Heilung, die er 
fiir alle Menfdjen ertvorben hat. 

ce. B.19. Vgl. 3 Mof. 25,10. Der Heiland predigt das angenehme 
Sahr de3 OErrn. Er verfiindigt uns Freiheit von aller Not. Das 
Subeljahr de3 Volfes Gottes im Alten Tejtament war ein Vorbild des 
eigentlidjen und vollfommenen Qubeljahr3, da3 Chriftus feinem Bolf 
des Neuen Tejtaments bringt. Denn nicht nur auf cin gewshnlides 
Nahr, fondern fiir unfer ganges Leben hat Chrijtus, unfjer Seiland und 
Hobherpriejter, uns fret gemacht von aller Knedhtidhaft der Siinde und 
deS TeufelZ, uns verfebt in fein Reich der Gnade und un3 in den vollen 
Bejib aller durd) die Siinde verlornen Giiter gefebt. Und als unjer 
RKinig wird er uns in diefer Freiheit bor allen unfern Feinden be= 
fchiiben, bis er un3 endlich eingefiihrt hat in die vollfommene Seligfeit 
de Himmels. Die ganze Beit de3 Neuen Tejtaments ijt fomit das anz 
genehme Sahr de3 HErrn, das dann fich veriwwandeln wird in jelige 
Ewigfeit. 

Wohl uns, wenn tir nun nicht nur mit neugieriger Spannung auf 
SEju Predigt des Cvangeliums Hiren, wie e3 der Fall war bei vieler 
feiner Subirer in Nazareth, B. 20, fondern auc) auf ifn fdauen mit 
den Augen de3 Glaubens und in ihm fehen unjern herrliden Heiland! 

&. 3. Manfenau. 


Grifter Sonntag nach Epiphanien. 
Xo. 6, 23—40. 


Sm Evangelium de$ heutigen Sonntags, vom gwolfjahrigen YEjus 
im Tempel, fehen wir, wie der Heiland die Menfdjen an fich gieht. Er 
war Damals nur ein Knabe, aber die Lehrer hirten ihn gerne. Yn 
feinem jpateren Leben hielten fich viele Menfden gu ihm, wenn er auch 
bon andern berfpottet und berjchmaht wurde. Wuch wir find feine Nacdh= 
folger; twir glauben an ibn, freuen und trojten un8 feiner. Wir twollen 
nicht bon ifm weiden. Wir erhalten von Chrifto viel Gutes. Und weil 
unjer Text gerade Hiervon handelt, fo wollen wir die Frage beant- 


aia Was haben wir an Chrifto? 
1. Dap wir nit hungern, fondern gefattigt 
werden; 
2. DaB wir nidt hinausgeftoken, fondern freund- 
lih aufgenommen werden; 
3. DaB wir nit berlorengehen, fondern ewig 
felig werden. 
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1. 

Der HErr hatte dem jitdijden Volf eine Predigt gehalten und ge- 
fagt, twas fiir Werke fie wirfen follten. Darauf fragten fie: B. 28. 
SEfus antwortete: B. 29; fie follten an ihn glauben. Da fragten fie: 
B.30. Das war eine unverjdamte Frage. Er hatte eben die Fiinf- 
taujend gefpeift. Was wollen die Leute? Gie berraten e3 gleich: B. 31. 
Sie twollen fagen: Du Haft woh! fiinftaujend gefpeift, aber unfer Mofes, 
dem tvir anhangen, hat fortwwahrend Speife geliefert. Go follft du e3 
auch madjen; dann twollen wir glauben. DSarauf entgegnet SEfus: 
B.32. C8 war nicht Mofes, jondern der Vater, und der gibt euch das 
redhte Brot. Bch bin das rechte Brot; wer mich Hat, den Hungert nidt, 
fondern er wird gefattigt. Das fagte YEjus den Suden, und das gilt 
aud) un3. Dad ijt’3, was wir an Chrifto haben. 

Haben wir das nicht alle erfahren? Wir haben viele Vediirfniffe, 
Die twir befriedigen wollen. Den Chriften find aber die geijtlicen Be- 
dDiirfnijje die widtigjten. Wir wollen die Vergebung der Giinden, ein 
rubiges Gewwijfen, Frieden mit Gott und die Kraft, fromm gu leben. 
Wir ftreben ernjtlid nach folchen geijtliden Giitern. C3 ijt dem Chri- 
ften nicht einerlei, ob er fie hat. Cr hat Hunger dana. Und wenn 
Der Chrift diefe geiftlicjen Giiter befizt, fo ijt er froh und vollfommen 
gejattigt. Und diefe Giiter haben wir bon Chrijto. Vgl. 2 Kor. 5,19; 
1 $oh.1,7; Rim.5,1; Hebr. 8,14; Rim. 6,3.4. Wenn wir diefe 
@Giiter haben, ift unfer Seelenbunger geftillt, und wir find gefattigt. 
Lied 249, 9. 

Aber der HErr befriedigt auch unfere irdifden Vediirfniffe. Er hat 
die Fiinftaujend gejattigt und hat vielen in leibliden Noten geholfen. 
Er jchenft un3 auch jebt nod, twas wir bediirfen. Unfere Gebete finden 
durd) Chrijtum ihre Erhirung, Yoh. 16, 23. Und wenn c3 einmal 
irgendiwo mangelt, wenn Not oder Kummer iiber uns hereinbridt, fo 
find twir doch feiner endliden Hilfe gewizk. Sechenft Gott uns die groken 
Gaben, fo wird er die fleinen un8 nicht borenthalten, Mdm. 8,32. Mie 
Hungert die, die an Chrijtum glauben, weder im Geiftlicken noch im 
Leiblidjen; fie werden vollfommen gefattigt. 


2. 

&%.37. Daran batten die Yuden nie gedadht, dak der Vater die 
Hergen gu JEfu fiihrt. Sie meinten, wie die Menfden iiberhaupt 
denfen, Dak e3 bet jedem felbft liege, ob er an Chriftum glaubig merde. 
Dod e3 fteht anders. Der Vater fihrt die Gergen durch Wort und 
Gaframent zu SEfu. Dak der Menfch befehrt wird, ijt Gottes Werk, 
Eph. 2,8; 2Lim.1,9. Und nun fagt JEjus, er werde foldje, die durd 
die Wirfung der Gnadenmittel gu ibm fommen, nicht hinaus{toRen, fon- 
dern freundlid aufnehmen. Gang andere Crfabrungen madt man fonft 
im Reben. Man braudt Hilfe, oder man hat fic etwas gufdulden 
fommen [affen, oder man fudt Gilfe oder Vergebung, wird aber oft 
{Groff abgetwiefen. Doh BEfus nimmt uns auf. Vgl. Matth. 11, 28; 
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Marf. 10,14. Das haben viele erfahren: Maria Magdalena, Petrus, 
Zadhaus. Wir erfahren eS immer twieder, tenn wir in Giinde fallen 
und bupfertig gu SCju fommen. Er nimmt uns freundlidh auf und 
trojtet un3 durch Whjolution und A¢bendmabhl. Lied 222, 1. 


3. 

B. 39.40. Leider ijt e3 wabhr, daf viele verlorengehen. Gie Leben 
in Giinden und glauben nidt an SEfum, verachten Wort und Safraz 
ment und merfen nidt auf Gottes Drohungen. Golde fommen in die 
ewige Verdammni$, Marf. 16,16; Sef. 66, 24. 

Miifjen wir nicht dasjelbe befiirdhten? Wir find doc) Siinder und 
haben Strajfe verdient. Wher das haben wir an Chrijto, dak wir nicht 
verlorengeben, jondern evig felig werden, BV. 40. Gleich nach dem Lode, 
uf. 23,43; Offenb. 14,13. Gang ficder, 2 Tim. 1,12; Mim. 8, 38. 39. 
Der WAusblicl auf diefe Seligfeit ijt fo freudenvoll, daB wir fon hier 
beten: Lied 4438, 1. 

Und twenn der Siingjte Tag fommt, wird YEfus die Seinen aufz 
ertvecten, B.39. Wohl werden alle Toten auferjtehen; aber dem Chri- 
jten ijt e3 trojtlich, Dak gerade der Heiland ihn auferwecen wird. Wenn 
eine Menge arbeitslofer Manner auf einen Ruf zur Arbeit wartet und 
der Fabrifbejiker felbft gu einem befonders hintritt und ifn ruft, fo 
bedeutet das getwif viel fiir Den Mann. Und hier heift e3: Fah will 
euch aufertvecen. 

Das alle3 haben wir an Chrijto. Darum fagen wir: Lied 254, 1. 

&. Miedner. 


Bweiter Sonntag nad) Cpiphanien. 
Matth. 12, 46—S0. 


Ohne Glauben ijt’s unméiglich Gott gefallen, Hebr. 11,6. Das 
ift Der Gedanfe, der fich Durch die ganze Schrift hingieht. Gott, bet dem 
fein Wnjehen der Perjon ijt, nimmt nicht Riickficht auf wuperlicdfeiten, 
auf Reichtum, Vildung, Ehrenjtellungen, Whjtammung, Rajfe ujw., furz, 
auf foldje Dinge, die bet Menjchen etwas gelten, wodurd Menfdjen fid 
in Dem Urteil itber andere nur gu haufig leiten lajfen. Bei Gott gilt 
allein da8, Dag ciner an Chriftum glaubt. Go lefen wir Rom. 2, 28. 29 
und damit in innigem Zufammenbang Rim. 3,24—4,5. Yn unferm 
Tert wendet Chrijtus diefen Grundjab auf leiblice Vertwandtfdhaft an. 


Worauf fommt e3 in unferm Verhaltnis gu Chrifto hanptfadhli an? 
1. Nimt auf augpere Blutsverwandt{ daft; 
2. fondern Ddarauf, dak wir im Glauben mit ifm 
bereint find. 1 


@.46.47. Nach Mark. 3, 31 fchictten fie gu ihm, der inmitten de3 
Volfes ftand und lehrte, und liefen ihn rufen. Gotwobhl fie felber als 
Der Bote twerden ertwartet haben, dab er alsbald dem Ruf feiner Ver-= 
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twandten, fonderlid feiner Mutter, folgen twwerde. Yedod YEfus fagte: 
%.48 Das galt ihm, das galt feinen BVerwandten, das galt allen. 
Das ijt auch fiir un cine widhtige Lehre. Cr war dabei, das Werk ausz 
gufiihren, das ihm fein Vater aufgetragen hatte. Da gelten feine Riicd= 
fidten auf Verwandte. Was FEfus fcon im Tempel feiner Mutter zu 
Gemiite gefiihrt hatte, Quf. 2,49, twas er bet der Hochgcit wiederholt 
hatte, Soh. 2,4, twas er der Mutter der Sihne Bebedai fagen mufte, 
Matth. 20, 20 ff., das bringt er auch hier zum WAusdruc: wenn e8 das 
Werk Gottes gilt, dann fennt Chrijtus feine Riicffichten auf Verwandte. 
Mn fein eigentlides Werk lapt er jich nicht dreinreden, davon Lapt er 
fic) nicht abbalten, daritber hat ihm niemand etwas gu fagen und bez 
feblen, felbft feine nadhjten Verwandten nicht. Wenn daber die rimifde 
Rirde als ein Argument fiir die Mittlerfdaft der Maria ihren Cinflug 
alg Mutter auf den Gobhn geltend machen will, fo ijt das einmal gegen 
alle Vernunft. Cin Veamter darf ficsh in feinen Wmt3werfen nit von 
Verwandti(dhaftsriicficten leiten und beeinfluffen laffen; er twiirde fid 
Dadurd einer jdhiweren Treulofigfeit jchuldig madden. Aber Roms Argquz 
ment ijt gum andern aud) gegen Chrifti flares Wort, worin fic) Chrijtus 
immer twieder gegen alle und jede Cinmifdung der Vertwandten in fein 
Werk vertwahrt. Gerade durch diefes Argument betweift jich Rom als 
antidrijtijh, indem e3 das gerade Gegenteil bon Chrijti Wort Lehrt. 
Wenn Nachfolger Roms fic) an Maria als Fiirbitterin wenden, dann 
bauen fie auf triigerifdjen Gand. 

Much wir wollen un3 in Sachen de3 Chriftentums, de3 Glauben3, 


Der Lehre, des Lebens nicht durch NRiidfidten auf Verivandte Leiten 
lajjen. Wie mander hat dadurch fon am Glauben Schiffbrud, wenigz 
jten3 grogen Gchabden gelitten! Hier gilt aud) uns Matth. 8,21; 10, 
36.37; Quf. 14,26. Folgen wir hier dem Beifpiel Chrifti! 


2. 

Nicht Leibliche Verwwandtichaft gibt das Recht der Bruderjdhaft, 
fondern allein der Glaube. BV. 49.50. Was ijt der Wille des Vaters? 
Das fagt JEjus mit ausdriidliden Worten, Boh. 6,40; das geht aus 
allen Gpriidjen herbor, die bon dem Biwec der Sendung YEfu reden, 
Soh. 3,16; Matth. 20,28; 11,25—30 uf. Allein der Glaube er- 
fennt in SEju den von Gott gefandten Heiland; allein der Glaube tut 
alfo den Willen Gottes, feinen Sohn als Heiland anguerfennen. Durch 
diejen Glauben werden wir mit YEfu vereint, inniger noch als felbjt 
Durch die Bande der Verwandt{daft. Denn nicht Blutsverwwandt{daft, 
fondern der Glaube ijt e3, dem Chrijtus das Recht der Bruderfdajt zu- 
fpridt. Sa, ohne Glauben ift felbjt Blutsverivandt{chaft von feinem 
Nugen, Soh. 7,5 ff. Obne Unterfdied der Perfon und de3 Standes find 
alle Glaubigen ifm Bruder, Schiwejter, Mutter. Welch hohe Chre, welch 
herrlides Vorredht! Der nun im Himmel! fibt, fagt dir, wer du auch 
fein magjt: Du bift mir fo innig verbunden, wie Mutter und Bruder; 
du bift mir fo Yieb, wie meine nadhften Vertwandten e3 fein finnen; du 





Dis8pofitionen iiber die erfte Evangelienreihe der Synodalfonferens. 49 


bift mein nachfter, allernacdhjter Verwandter! RKomm nur getrojt gu 
mir, ohne Furcht, ohne Scheu; wie ein Sohn mit feiner Mutter, tie 
ein Bruder gum Bruder redet, fo darfit du mir alles fagen. Bgl. Hebr. 
2,14—18. Ried 39, 11—13. 

Wuch in folder Liebe zu den Glaubigen follen wir dem Heiland 
nadfolgen. Gagt er doch felber: Marf.10,29.30. Darin liegt dog, 
dah feine Chrijten einander Lieben follen mie Briider, Cltern ujw., Gal. 
6,10. Gefchieht das immer unter uns Chrijten? Wie falt und gleich- 
giiltiq gehen wir oft an unferm Mitdhriften vorbei, ohne un3 um ibn, 
um feine Mote, feine Sorgen, feine Freuden, gu fiimmern! Cr geht uns 
fo gut tie gar nidt3 an. Yn der Kirche gritpen wir ihn vielleicht; damit 
ijt e3 abgetan. Chrijtus fchamt fic) nicht, ihn als feinen Bruder angu- 
erfennen, und tir, die wir Chriftt Briider fein wollen, mas tun wir? 
Sdhamen wir un3! Bitten wir den Heiland um Vergebung. Folgen 
wir in feiner Kraft feinem BVeijpiel. Theo. Lat{ a. 


Dritter Sonntag nad) Epiphanien. 
Ruf. 4, 383—44. 

B.37. JEjus war eine befannte Perfonlidfeit. Gegenjtand des 
Gejprahs in den jiidijdhen Landern, B.36. Geine Wundertaten, be- 
fonderS feine Macht itber die bdfen Geifter, erregten getwaltiges Auffehen. 

Und doch hatte er nur mwenige Anhanger. Nur wenige fahen feine 


Herrlichfeit, die Heilandsherrlicdfeit. 

UHhnlich Heute. Von YEfu Chrifto wird viel geredet und ge- 
fdhrieben. Cr wird in allen Tonarten gepriefen. Doch das Vefte wird 
iiberfehen oder geradezu verivorfen, feine Heilandsherrlicfeit. Und daz 
mit verliert man das Heil, gibt den Lenten Steine ftatt Brot, Tod ftatt 
Leben tro’ aller Lobpreifungen BEfu. Da wir doch nicht in denfelben 
berhangnisbvollen Srrtum fallen! 


Ws ijt fiir uns die cigentlide Herrlidfeit FEfu? 
1.Nidgt fowohl, dag er fold grope Wunder 
getan, 
2. fondern bvbielmebr, dDagB er uns das Heil ge- 
bragdt hat. 1 


B. 38—44. ier wird von einer angen Reihe von Wundern bez 
ridtet. Simons Schiviegermutter heilt FEjus von einem bojen Fieber. 
Noch nad Sonnenuntergang fommen die Leute in Sdharen Zu ihm mit 
ifren Kranfen. Und er macht fie alle gejund. Man bringt aud viele 
Vefeljene, bon denen er die Teufel austreibt. Und als diefe Teufel anz 
fangen gu jehreien: ,.ODu bift Chrijtus” ufiw., da fechlieBt er ihnen den 
Mund. Von den unfauberen Geijtern will er fein Beugnis haben, twoz 
bei e3 ja Dod nur auf Drrefithrung de3 Volfes abgefehen twar. 

4 
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Das find alles grope, herrlide Wunderwerfe. YEfus Chriftus ijt 
auch im Stande der Erniedrigung der allmadhtige Gott, der, wann und 
too er will, die Gefebe der Natur durchbrecjen, der felbjt die madj- 
tigen Geifter der Finfternis zum Gehorjam giwingen fann. B.42. Das 
Volf wollte nicht von ihm laffen. Unter einem folchen RKinig miipte e3 
fich fein Teben lajjen. Hilfe aus leiblicer Not, irdifdes Wobhlbehagen 
geniigte diefem Volf. BEfus war ihnen Lieb und iwert, blok teil er ihre 
Kranfen heilte und ihnen Brot verjchaffte. 

Das ijt das joziale Evangelium der heutigen jogenannten chrijt- 
licen Welt. JEjus und das, was man YEfu Lehre nennt, foll Gliic 
und Wobhlfein fiir diefeS Leben bringen, foll die Kriege bannen, einen 
Dauernden Friedenszujtand givijdjen den Voilfern bringen. Nach diejer 
Leute Meinung hat das Chrijtentum verjagt, weil e3 den Weltfrieg nicht 
berhiitet hat. SCjus joll eben nationales und foziales Elend mildern 
und ganglid) befeitigen. Wuch uns Chrijten fommen twohl abnliche Ge- 
dDanfen, toenn das Kreuz uns zum WAnjtoR werden will. Man twird ein 
twenig irre an SCju, wenn in der Not nicht fofort die Hilfe fommt. Dic 
Urjacde ijt, DaB man die eigentlicde Herrlidfeit SCju aus den Wugen 
lagt. Das war der groge, verhangnisvolle Fehler der Guden damals; 
Das ijt Der groke, berhangnisvolle Fehler bei vielen auch Heute. Mein, 
fiir un ijt die eigentlice Herrlichfeit YCfu nicht, dak er fo grofe 
Wunder getan, jondern dak er un3 das Heil qebracht hat. 


2. 

B.43. Das ijt fein eigentliches Wmt, der Bivecf feiner Sendung auf 
Erden, das Changelium vom Reich Gottes gu verfiindigen. Das ijt dic 
frohe Botjhaft von der Gnade Gottes gegen uns Siinder. Gott hat jich 
liber die berlorne Mtenfdhheit erbarmt, hat feinen eingebornen Gobhn ge- 
fandt, Dak er ihre Sinden auf fich nehme und dafiir genugtue. GStell- 
vertretung. Das hat er getan, hat alles vollbracht. Mun ijt das Heil 
bereitet fiir alle. Mun fann in der Welt das Cvangelium vom Reich 
Gottes verfitndigt werden: Kommt her, lagt euch verjohnen mit Gott! 
Und wer diefeS Heil im Glauben ergreift, der ijt im Reich Gottes hier 
und cinjt im Himmel. Und das ijt das Vefte, teas uns armen Giindern 
gejagt tverden fann. 

Erldfung aus leiblidem Clend ijt wohl ganz angenehm, aber 
fhlieklich nicht unentbebrlich. Dagegen CErlijfung aus Giindennot, 
Todesangjt und Verdammnis, Friede fiir geangjtete Gewifjen, Trojt fiir 
gebrodjene Herzen, Rube fiir gitternde Seelen, Hoffnung fiir vergiveifelte 
Gemiiter, da3 ijt unendlich herrlider. Das ijt das eine, twas wirflid 
not, unentbehrlid ijt. Das hat uns YECjus gebradht. Damit loft er die 
wefjeln Satans, macht geiftlich Blinde fehend, geijtlich Lahme gehend, 
qeiftlich Tote lebendig. Ya, dadurch wird das Reich Gotte3 gebaut uftv. 
Und dak uns BEfus Chrijtus das gebradht hat, das ijt uns feine eigent- 
Tiche Serrlichfeit. Stimmft du dem bei? Getwif dod. 

9. 3. Bouman. 





a ES ~~ — 


Miscellanea. 








Miscellanea. 





Nene Forjdungen iiber das Wort Molo. 


Dies Wort, das an fieben Stellen de3 WAlten Teftament3 vorfommt, 
ijt bisher allgemein von einem Gogenbild verftanden worden, da3 in vieler 
Hinfieht der Kronosjtatue von Karthago abhnlich getwefen fein foll. Go 
wird Moloch aud in allen jebt gebraudlicen Nach{chlagewerfen gefdildert. 

Kiirglich hat aber Prof. Dr. Otto Cipfeldt-Halle eingehende Forjdungen 
veranjtaltet, die er in Heft 3, 1935, ,,Beitrage gur ReligionSgefdidte des 
Wtertums”, und in Yabrgang 11, ,Forfchungen und Fortidritte”, S. 285 f., 
verdffentlicht Hat. Yn lebterem Wrtifel lefen wir unter anderm: ,,Uber bon 
dem Worte mole = ,Geliibde’ mu noc) ettvas ausfiihrlicder die Rede fein. 
Das Wort findet fich, wie fchon Chabot gegeigt hat, auc) in gtvei punifehen 
_ifehriften aus vorrémijder Zeit, wo man die Ronfonanten mlk — nur Die 
Sonfonanten werden ja im Punifden gefchrieben — bi8her als malk oder 
milk, ,Wonig‘, erflart hat. Wher man mu nocd) itber Chabot hinausgehen; 
in einer gangen Reihe anderer Falle weijt fich das bisher als ,Monig’ berz 
ftandene mlk punifcher Snfehriften vielmehr alS molk, ,Geliibde‘, aus und 
ermdglicht fo bet manchen auch jebt noc) bleibenden Undurdhfichtigfeiten 
eine beffere Crflarung diefer Bnjdhriften. — Widhtiger nod ijt, daB von 
hier aus auch da3 molek Des Alten Tejtaments in eine neue Beleuchtung 
tritt. Zunacdhjt geigt fich, dag die itberlieferte Bofalijation molek gang 
ricdtig ijt. Bor allem aber wird flar, dak die vor diefem Wort jtehende 
rapofition le jo, nic&t la (= le mit Wrtifel), gu lefen ijt, die ein Dativ- 
gzeicjen fein und ,an‘, fiir’ uftv. bedenuten fann, hier wie in andern gang 
eindeutigen Fallen, etiva 1 Mof. 22, 2, vielmehr ,als‘ bedeutet, da die bez 
treffenden Wendungen alfo mit ,als Mole—E (— Geliibdeopfer) weihen oder 
geben® und nicht ettva mit ,dem Molef tweihen oder geben‘ gu iiberfeben find. 
Damit verjchwindet der angeblidje Gott Molod aus der Gefdicdte. Die 
hier in Betracht fommenden Kinderopfer find vielmehr Nahve dargebracht 
tworden, und erft fefundDar — offenbar gu erflaren aus dem Bejtreben der 
jiidifehen Schriftgelehrten, ihren Gott von einem derartigen Opfer gu bez 
freien — ift Der Opferbegriff ,MtoleF in den Namen eines Giben umge- 
Deutet Morden.“ 

So intereffant diefe Wusfiihrungen an und fiir fich find, fo bedarf die 
Frage doc) nod) weiterer Unterfuchungen, gumal der Name Apojt. 7, 43, wie 
e3 fdeint, bon einem Goben gebraucht wird. Wuf jeden Fall ijt die philo- 
logife Unterjudung anregend. B. E.R. 


Christ’s Descent into Hell and the Nicene Creed. 


The question has been asked why the Creed of Nicaea has no reference 
to Christ’s descent into hell. The question seems rather important, since 
one usually regards the Apostolic Creed as being more ancient than the 
Nicene. But as a matter of fact the Nicene Creed is the earliest complete 
creed of the Christian Church. It is true that the baptismal confession 
as it was in use in various parts of the Church contained a nucleus of the 
Apostolic Creed and even many individual phrases. But the old Roman 
Confession does not contain a reference to the descent, nor does that of 
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Southern Gaul. The confession of Cyprian concerns only the Trinity, the 
forgiveness of sins, and the life everlasting. The confession of Origen also 
omits any reference to the descent. The same is true with regard to Lucian 
of Antioch and Eusebius of Caesarea. Even after the date of Nicaea we 
find no reference to this doctrine, for example, not in Cyril of Jerusalem, 
not in the Apostolic Constitutions nor in the confessions of Marcellus of 
Ancyra in Galatia and of Rufinus of Aquileia, in Italy. 

As a matter of fact, this doctrine was in no way in dispute at this 
time, and that is evidently the reason why the Nicene Creed did not in- 
clude the statement. But the final form of the Apostolic Creed, as gen- 
erally accepted about 460 A.D., at the time of Bishop Faustus of Reji, 
contained the words “He descended into hell,’ and the Church has since 
used this confession with a direct reference to Christ’s descent. P. E. K. 


1 Cor. 3, 12—15. 


In the third chapter of the First Epistle to the Corinthians, Paul 
speaks of factions and divisions among the Corinthians, brought about 
by the too human element of personal likes and dislikes, of loyalty to 
a particular teacher like Apollos or Paul. He warns them against this 
carnal tendency of theirs, v.3. They should not say, “I belong to Apollos,” 
or, “I belong to Paul.” Both Apollos and Paul belong to them. All things 
belong to them, v. 21, Paul, Apollos, Peter, the world, life, death, the present 
and the future, everything. But they belong to Christ, and Christ belongs 
to God. 

Of course the human element does come in. God uses human beings 
to preach His Gospel. Thus Paul, too, preached. He laid the foundation, 
and other human beings will preach after he is gone and build on the 
foundation that he has laid. But let every one take care how he preaches; 
for no one can lay any other foundation than that which is laid, namely, 
Jesus Christ. The builders of the future are not to change anything in 
the fundamental design, either by adding to the foundation or taking away 
a part of it, but stick to the outline which by the grace of God the wise 
master builder gave them. After the foundation to a building has been 
laid, it is not possible to deviate from it to the right or to the left without 
changing the foundation, but one can only build on top of it. That is 
obvious. Thus we are not to deviate either to the right or to the left 
from the doctrine of Jesus Christ which Paul, by the grace of God a wise 
master builder, has laid down so surely, so clearly, so completely, and so 
well, but only to build on it, on top of it. 

Still the human element continues. The Church is built up by dif- 
ferent kinds of preachers, who should nevertheless all confine themselves 
to the doctrine which Paul has laid down. Some, while preaching the 
correct doctrine, manifest a great deal of oratorical and other personal 
abilities. It may be that Apollos was of that sort. Others may possess 
great ability in advertising and organizing. Some may possess the gift 
of poetry and write hymns for all the Church to sing. Some voices may 
be feeble and their sermons dry as dust, wood, hay, stubble, with which 
not much that is lasting will be built. There are various methods of doing 
mission-work, for instance, some that produce lasting results and others 
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having results that are not so lasting, though the missionaries in ques- 
tion may agree in doctrine. Luther, we might say, did not, in building, 
use much straw, but chiefly gold and precious stones, though many of his 
successors may use somewhat wooden material. Time will tell, and Judg- 
ment Day will reveal everything. That does not mean that these straw- 
builders will not be saved,— for they believe in Christ, — but that which 
they built with the straw of their human strength (supposedly) and 
human weaknesses will be lost. All those who believed in the Christ they 
preached will be saved, but not those who were attracted solely by other 
things. The latter will disappear not only on Judgment Day, but also in 
time of tribulation. 

This passage refers directly neither to heretics nor to the heterodox. 
We know that there are believers wherever Christ is preached, even if it 
be by heretics or the heterodox. To include them, however, it would be 
necessary to use a different illustration. Paul is not concerned with them 
here, or he would have employed different imagery. He is concerned only 
with those who build on the foundation which he has laid down, not with 
those who preach a doctrine which runs counter to his, whether it be the 
doctrine of Holy Communion or of predestination. Illustrations of this 
kind are difficult, and it is usually impossible to get everything into them. 
The heterodox do not fit in anywhere in this picture. What they teach, 
in so far as it is heterodox, is not built on the foundation, but away from it. 
It is not only useless, it runs counter to Scripture and is dangerous. Paul 
refers here only to the worthless and useless human element in our efforts 
to build the kingdom of God on the true doctrine. Apollos was not hetero- 
dox, nor were his partisans in Corinth. But all that the partisan spirit 
was building up in Corinth was wood, straw, stubble. Therefore Paul 
warns against it, not against any false doctrine that was being preached. 
The same warning applies to any partisan spirit and exaggerated pride 
in any church-body, to ballyhoo methods, ete. Against false doctrine Paul 
would have warned in an altogether different way, as is abundantly clear 
from his writings. : 

This passage therefore has no bearing on the problem of Christian 
fellowship with heterodox, either for or against. The partisan spirit 
against which Paul here warns, this glorying in men and in human 
strength, is no doubt one of the factors which have contributed to the 
sorry condition of the Church to-day with its multitudinous sects, but 
must not be confused with the rejection of clearly revealed doctrines of 
the Holy Scriptures which meets us in the message of false teachers. 

Kurt Zorn. 


Women Canvassers. 


The Workers Manual gives this definition: “The annual Every-member 
Canvass is a Scriptural plan, employed by many congregations of the Ev. 
Luth. Synod of Missouri, Ohio, and Other States, whereby congregations 
of our Synod each year, through a house-to-house, member-to-member, can- 
vass, seek to provide funds to meet the financial needs for the home con- 
gregation and for the work of the Synod at large.” Representatives care- 
fully chosen from the rank and file of the whole congregation endeavor to 
secure subscriptions for the work of the Church. The question has been 
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asked, May such canvassers be women? The question implies the possi- 
bility that the restrictions which the Bible places upon women’s activities 
in the Church may pertain to such canvassers. 

Scripture teaches woman’s subordination to man, e. g., 1 Cor. 11, 3—9; 
Eph. 5, 22—24; 1 Pet. 3, 1. 5.6. On this we are agreed. 

A manner of subordination St. Paul teaches 1 Cor. 14, 34. 35 and 1 Tim. 
2,11.12. St. Paul here says: “Let your women keep silence in the churches.” 
In the Timothy passage the word church is not used. While it is generally 
conceded that the apostle also here is speaking of women’s silence in the 
Church, we say to those not so ready to admit this that the passage in 
1 Cor. 14 supplements the Timothy passage. The apostle certainly does not 
mean to say that women must always be silent; he does, however, men- 
tion an occasion when they should be silent, namely, in the church. We 
are not discussing woman suffrage in general; our question is, What does 
the apostle mean when he says: Women shall be silent in the church? 

What does Aadeiv év éxxdnoia, to speak in the church, mean? The 
nature of the letter, as also the context, shows that St. Paul here does not 
use the word ekklesia in the general sense of gathering, or assembly, secu- 
lar or otherwise; nor does he mean the communion of saints, the one holy 
Christian Church, since that would enjoin silence upon the woman every 
time two or three believers are gathered together. In the latter sense he 
could not use the plural éxxdyotacc. Evidently he means, and only can 
mean, the gathering, the assembly, of the congregation. From sources 
at hand we refer to the following who take St. Paul here to mean the public 
assembly of the congregation: G. Stoeckhardt, Conc. THEoLt. MonrTHLy, V, 
766 ff.; F. Pieper, Dogmatik, I, 639; P. E. Kretzmann, Pop. Com.; Bengel, 
Gnomon; Starke, Synopsis; Weimarer Bibel; Charles Hodge on the pas- 
sages in question. 

The public speaking and teaching in the congregation, in the presence 
of men, is forbidden. If a woman canvasser goes from house to house so- 
liciting subscriptions for the work of the Church, there encounters a man 
or a group of men, and finds it necessary to explain or admonish, such 
speaking is not done in the church and therefore is permissible. 

However, there is another phase. In his capacity as chairman of an 
elaborate committee the canvasser may have to appear before the voters’ 
meeting or the entire congregation to advise, explain, or report. In that 
capacity or in any similar position on the committee which would bring 
her before the congregation as the teacher of men the woman canvasser 
would be out of place. 

The answer to our question, according to Scripture, then, is: A woman 
may be a canvasser if and inasmuch as her assignment does not place her 
in a position where she has to speak before the congregation or a represen- 
tative part thereof in the capacity of teacher. 

The congregation which finds it feasible to delegate women with the 
restriction given above does not violate a Scriptural principle. 

This is not an open question, since the apostle says: “They are com- 
manded to be under obedience, as also saith the Law.” 

Ortonville, Minn. Wo. H. HartMan. 
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I. Amerika. 

Lutheran Union and Verbal Inspiration.— The Lutheran Herald 
(Norwegian Lutheran Church of America) says editorially (June 11, 
1935): “The April number of the Lutheran Theological Quarterly, pub- 
lished by the theological faculties of Gettysburg and Mount Airy [U.L. C.], 
contains two articles on the inspiration of the Bible under the captions 
‘The Bible—the Word of God?’ by Dr.John Aberly of Gettysburg, and 
‘The Formal Principle of the Reformation,’ by Dr. A. E. Deitz. Both articles 
raise the question as to the inerrancy of the Bible and indirectly reject 
verbal inspiration. .. . However carefully guarded these two contribu- 
tions may be, the consequences, as far as we are able to understand, will 
be to discredit the old inspiration teachings of the Lutheran Church and 
open the door to doubts and questions as to the reliability of the Bible. 
The writers evidently believe that by rejecting the rigid verbal inspira- 
tion theory and giving some leeway to critics and objectors they protect 
the great central truth of the Bible and ‘shorten our defenses.’ [Cp. Conc. 
THEOL. Mon., 1935, pp. 538. 832.] . .. Luther made it a rule to test all 
teachings by the Scriptures and the central truth of the Bible, justification 
by faith. These two facts have been called the formal and the material 
principle of the Reformation. They have been considered the fundamentals 
of Lutheran teaching. ... We have been taught to depend absolutely upon 
the written Word of God. Can this be depended upon? Is it inerrant? 
Is it the Word of God, or is there mixed into the Bible the fallible words 
of men? Does it only contain the Word of God, or is it the Word of 
God? ... Our Confessions took it for granted that the Bible is the Word 
of God and speak about the ‘Scripture of the Holy Ghost.’ The constitution 
of the former General Council states that the Scriptures are ‘inerrant in 
letter, fact, and doctrine. Dr. Th. E. Schmauck, president of the former 
General Council, Dr. George W. Sandt, for many years editor of the 
Lutheran, believed in verbal inspiration. The late Dr. Joseph Stump, 
president of the Northwestern Lutheran Theological Seminary of the 
U.L.C.A., writes: “The words themselves must be regarded as inspired 
words, and the exact shades of meaning in the original words are often 
a matter of the utmost importance in deciding questions of doctrine and 
life. In 1 Cor. 2,13 Paul expressly claims for himself a verbal inspiration.’ 
We see no difficulty in adopting the verbal inspiration. If the Bible is 
inspired, this inspiration must apply to the words which express the 
thoughts. We are afraid of any theories which raise questions as to the 
inerrancy of the Bible. It has worked havoc in many churches. Vestigia 
terrent, which means: ‘The footsteps frighten me,’ said the fox, as he 
saw that there were no footsteps backward from the lion’s lair.” E. 

Unionism kat’ Exochen. — You have read the item with this caption 
in the December, 1935, issue of the CoNcorDIA THEOLOGICAL MONTHLY. 
Please read it again. Then read the following, taken from the same article 
by E. Stanley Jones, entitled “Christians of America, Unite’: “What would 
be the result of this plan of unity if put into operation? ... 2. What is 
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good in each branch would be preserved, frankly and honestly. ... The 
Friends, in insisting upon ‘the inner light’; the Baptists, upon democracy 
in faith and practise; the Presbyterians, on the sovereignty of God; the 
Episcopalians, on the continuity of the body of Christ; the Methodists, on 
personal experience; the Lutherans, on justification by faith, — these and 
others have something to preserve and something to give to the rest of us. 
We would recognize that treasure and share it.” (The Christian Century, 
October 2, 1935.) The Christian Century of October 16 publishes, with 
other letters of similar import, this communication: “Editor, the Christian 
Century: Sir: Stanley Jones’s advice, ‘Christians of America, Unite,’ 
strikes me as the plainest kind of common sense. I vote for the plan 
as it stands. M. Willard Lampe, School of Religion, Iowa City.” We vote 
against the plan, first, because Scripture forbids it and then also because 
common sense forbids it. E.Stanley Jones has been uttering nonsense. 
The Friends and the Presbyterians, etc., cannot take over the Lutheran 
doctrine of justification by faith and still retain their distinctive doctrines. 
The Lutherans cannot take over “the inner light” of the Friends and the 
Presbyterian teaching on “the sovereignty of God” and still retain justifica- 
tion by faith. If the Friends accept our doctrine on justification, they 
will have to accept all that goes with it. They must accept justification 
as offered and conveyed to men in the Gospel, not by means of “the inner 
light.” And does Dr. Jones know what sort of justification “the inner 
light” of the Friends teaches? It is a justification by works. So, then, 
according to Dr. Jones’s plan of union the Lutherans of the united Church 
will teach a justification by works and the Friends of the united Church 
will teach a justification by faith; for they have exchanged their respective 
doctrines. Has the situation been bettered? Again, in Lutheran theology 
justification by faith is the central doctrine; in Presbyterian theology the 
“sovereignty of God” is put in the center and molds all other doctrines. 
We cannot accept the material principle of Calvinism and still retain the 
material principle of Lutheranism. In other words we are asked by 
Dr. Jones to remain good Lutherans, teaching the universality of grace, 
and to become good Calvinists, insisting on the particular grace that, 
together with the eternal decree of reprobation, is a corollary of the 
“sovereignty of God.” That does not make sense.— The article we are 
discussing is an elaboration of the plan of union which Dr. Jones has 
proposed in his latest book, Christ’s Alternative to Communism. He says 
there, on pages 219f.: “We should say to each denomination: ‘We do not 
want you to give up your special truth; we want you to give it to the 
rest of us,’” and then goes on to tell how in a religious meeting he, the 
Methodist (Arminian), had emphasized God’s side in conversion and the 
Presbyterian speaker had emphasized man’s side in conversion, and, lo, 
“the battle was over. We had taken each other’s truth and were the 
better for it.” As an Arminian he used to abhor the teaching of the 
Presbyterians that God does all in conversion. But now, in the united 
Church, he has taken over the other man’s truth. But he is still keeping 
the best of Arminianism — man contributes much towards his conversion. 
So the unionist kat’ exochen is able to accept both statements as true: 
God does all, and God does not do all. Professor Lampe says: “That 
strikes me as the plainest kind of common sense.” (Cp. Conc. THEOL. 
Mon., 1935, p. 621.) E. 
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An Important Declaration. — From the official Proceedings of the 
Twenty-third Convention of the Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wis- 
consin and Other States, held at Dr. Martin Luther College, New Ulm, 
Minn., August 7—13, 1935, we reprint the following “Reply to the Over- 
tures of the United Lutheran Church”: — 

“The Evangelical Lutheran Joint Synod of Wisconsin and Other States, 
in convention assembled at New Ulm, Minn., has taken notice of an in- 
vitation issuing from the United Lutheran Church in America and propos- 
ing ‘the establishment of closer relationships between them and ourselves,’ 
and now desires that answer be made to this invitation with the following 
statement : — 

“We fully agree as to the desirability of establishing fellowship with 
all Lutheran bodies of America if that can be effected without sacrifice 
of principle and confession. We further hold that to refuse such recogni- 
tion of fellowship where there is actual agreement in all essential points 
would be equivalent to perpetuating a most serious offense against the 
truth of the Gospel. 

“We feel constrained to say, however, that in our opinion such required 
unity does not as yet exist between the United Lutheran Church of America 
and our own body. 

“Although the doctrinal statement in which the United Lutheran 
Church takes its stand on Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions is one 
with which, as far as it goes, no Lutheran can find fault, it nevertheless 
fails to take into consideration two facts: — 

“1) That doctrinal issues may arise which did not exist and were not 
even foreseen at the time these confessions came into being. 

“2) That confessional writings, even as Scripture itself, may meet with 
varying and often contrary interpretations. 

“Since both of these possibilities have actually occurred among the 
various Lutheran bodies of our land, we hold that the doctrinal criterion 
set up in the ‘Savannah Resolutions,’ while stating the first essentials 
toward Lutheran unity, cannot take the place of an exhaustive study of 
the doctrinal differences that have arisen among Lutherans. We hold 
agreement on these questions to be an absolute prerequisite to true fellow- 
ship. “That ye all speak the same thing and that there be no divisions 
among you, but that ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind and 
in the same judgment,’ 1 Cor. 1, 10. 

“Practical considerations which preclude any approach between the 
United Lutheran Church and our own body at the present time are: — 

“a) A disturbing tolerance that the United Lutheran Church has 
shown toward doctrinal statements arising out of its own midst and 
patently not in agreement with Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions. 
We hold that this more than weakens the doctrinal platform proposed in 
the ‘Savannah Resolutions’; 

“b) A treatment of the question of lodge-membership on the part of 
congregation-members and even pastors, which is not consistent with the 
principles laid down by the United Lutheran Church itself on this question 
in its ‘Washington Declarations’ ; 

“ce) A disquieting tendency toward unionism, as shown by the in- 
creasing practise of pulpit-fellowship with non-Lutherans. 
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“While some of these questions are often relegated to the realm of 
church practise, we hold that it is dangerous thus to segregate practise 
from doctrine. On the contrary, the practise followed by a Church in such 
matters is the clearest manifestation of the doctrine which it holds. 
Tolerance here becomes synonymous with liberalism, indifference, and 
denial. ‘A little leaven leaveneth the whole lump,’ 1 Cor.5,6; Gal. 5,9. 

“These last-named conditions constitute obstacles to an early establish- 
ing of fellowship between the United Lutheran Church and our own body, 
which obstacles only the former itself can remove. Until this is done, we 
must regretfully decline this invitation. 

“We ask that this statement be taken not as captious criticism or 
wilful faultfinding on our part, but as offered in a sincere spirit of good 
will and out of earnest concern that fellowship between Lutheran bodies 
of our land, if and when it comes about, may be based upon a true unity 
of the Spirit and thus be a God-pleasing union.” 

This declaration quite succinctly describes the barriers which now 
separate the U.L.C. and Synodical Conference Lutherans and which have 
to be removed before there can be a God-pleasing union. A. 

Religion and Christianity. — Christianity To-day (October, 1935) 
reprints from the Covenanter Witness an article by the Rev. J. G. Vos 
(graduate of Princeton Theological Seminary and at present missionary in 
Manchuria under the auspices of the Reformed Presbyterian Church), 
which primarily is to show that in the two-million-dollar Gothic chapel of 
Princeton University “the milk-and-water gospel of Modernism is preached 
to ‘cultured’ young pagans who know as little of the real Gospel of the 
blood of Calvary’s cross as the heathen on any mission-field.” “A con- 
servative, Bible-believing preacher is simply never invited to preach to 
the students.” And as the chapel exercises are no longer distinctively 
Christian, so the entire university, which of course is separate from Prince- 
ton Theological Seminary, has lost its Christian character. It still pro- 
fesses “religion,” but not Christianity. In a recent circular letter, entitled 
“A Statement by the President regarding the Place of Religion in the 
Curriculum and on the Campus,” the word “religion” and “religious” occur 
eighteen times in its two printed pages, but “Christianity,” “God,” and 
“Christ” are not even mentioned. And at this institution, chapel atten- 
dance is required! This insistence by the Princeton authorities upon re- 
ligion rather than upon Christianity leads the author to distinguish be- 
tween religion and Christianity,—a somewhat unfortunate distinction, 
since, as the writer correctly states, Christianity is the only true religion 
and all so-called human religions are nothing else than abominations. His 
distinction should have been between Christianity, the true religion, and 
between the false human religions, which are called religions only in an 
improper sense. But that is only incidental. What the author writes so 
compellingly witnesses to the absoluteness of Christianity that it deserves 
notice. He says: “Christianity is different from all other religions not 
merely in degree, but in nature. The relation between Christianity and 
religion [man-made religion] is not that between a part and the whole, but 
that between something and its opposite. The heathen religions are of 
Satan, not of God. God calls them over and over in His Word “abomina- 
tions”; but the Laymen’s Foreign Missions Inquiry in its report, Rethink- 
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ing Missions, would have Christian missionaries fraternize and cooperate 
with heathen religionists for the good of humanity, and some missionaries 
in the Far East are actually trying to do this very thing.” An excellent 
testimony indeed. In pointing out the absolute character of Christianity 
in contrast with all man-made religions, the writer stresses the following 
[we quote in part only]: 1. Man-made religion says: God helps those 
who help themselves. Christianity says: God helps those who cannot help 
themselves. 2. Man-made religion consists in man’s doing something for 
himself, or in human works, character, devotion, and merit. Christianity 
consists in man’s doing nothing for himself, but trusting God for all. 
Divine grace to those who have no merit (Rom. 10,6—10; 5,15). 3. Man- 
made religion holds that man is essentially good and only needs teaching, 
development, or knowledge in order to become perfect (the root error of 
Confucianism). Christianity teaches that man is a fallen and sinful being 
(total depravity) and needs redemption, not merely enlightenment, in order 
to become inherently good (Rom. 5, 12; 6, 23). 4. Man-made religion 
teaches man’s ability to turn to God whenever he wishes to do so (free 
will). Christianity teaches man’s inability to turn to God until God first 
works in the soul (the will in bondage to a sinful nature; man is a free 
agent to act according to his nature, but he cannot originate the love of 
God in his heart, because his nature is evil, John 6, 44; 8, 44; 3,3). 
5. Man-made religion represents man as becoming divine, as ancient heroes, 
sages, etc., were worshiped after their death as gods: Buddha, Confucius, 
the Roman emperors; man becomes God by deification and the human race 
becomes divine by evolution (Acts 12,22; Rom.1,23). Christianity teaches 
that God became human in the incarnation of the Son of God, who took 
to Himself human nature for the redemption of man; God became man 
(John 1,1.14). 6. Man-made religion says: Do. Christianity says: Done 
(John 19,30). 7. Man-made religion says: Something in my hand I bring 
(salvation by works or character). Christianity says: Nothing in my 
hand I bring; simply to Thy cross I cling (salvation by divine grace, Rom. 
11,6).— The author closes his remarks by saying: “Enough has been said 
to show that the reality back of the heathen religions is Satanic and that 
the fallen angels, or demons, accept the worship which the heathen offer to 
false gods and idols. Those who ignorantly think they are worshiping 
Buddha, or Kuan-yin (the Chinese goddess of mercy), or the Chinese 
kitchen god (commonest of gods), or the sun, moon, and stars are really 
worshiping demons from the pit. And those more ‘enlightened’ modern 
pagans in so-called Christian lands are just as truly deceived by Satan 
and furthering his purposes in the world (2 Cor. 4,3.4).” It is under- 
stood, of course, that what the author here writes is not new to Lutheran 
pastors (cf. Dr. Pieper, Christliche Dogmatik, Vol. 1); but what is here 
stated with so much clearness bears repetition and emphasis. Incidentally 
it shows what position all believing Christians take over against the 
naturalistic, humanistic religion of the carnal heart. J.T. M. 
The Norwegian Lutheran Church and the Union Movement 
among Lutherans. —Lutheraneren (October 30), reporting that the 
special committee on Lutheran union appointed by Dr. Knubel resolved 
that joint sessions with committees of other synods should be held not 
later than the end of January, 1936, writes: “The committee appears to be 
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very hasty. It will perhaps be possible to have a few preliminary meetings, 
but matters of essential significance can certainly not be executed in so 
short a time. It is best to let the matter take its time and work itself 
out toward a mutual understanding.” On this, Hvangelisk Luthersk 
Tidende remarks editorially: “We do not know why Lutheraneren fears 
that this great union endeavor is working too fast. It gives no reasons why 
it should be necessary or desirable that the committee should take its 
time. ... True union consists in one language, one meaning, and one 
mind, as God’s Word demands. If Lutheraneren fears the committee is 
not approaching such a union and unity, then it must take much time and 
wait a long time for the great union which this movement has for its goal. 
Lutheraneren, however, has a gigantic work to perform in its own body 
before there can be any negotiations with other synods in the matter of 
union. We have on many occasions shown that the Union of 1917 is 
founded upon a compromise in doctrine. The Articles of Union which 
were agreed upon were not expressions of unity in faith and doctrine. 
This becomes more evident as time goes on. The troubles in the Norwegian 
Lutheran Church are not in matters of adiaphora. There is division 
[wenighed] regarding natural man’s condition before conversion, regard- 
ing the sinner’s conversion before God, regarding justification, regarding 
predestination, regarding the sufficient clearness of God’s Word in the 
revelation of the way to salvation. Not to mention such matters as revivals, 
laymen’s activities, the position of woman in the congregation, secret 
societies, unionism, etc. If Lutheraneren wishes a real and true union and 
unity according to God’s Word, it has enough to do at home for a long 
time. The columns of our paper have borne sufficient testimony to this fact 
for many years. Also of late we called attention to the fact that the edi- 
tors of Lutheraneren and the Lutheran Herald declared the Oxford Group 
Movement, or Buchmanism, unchristian and un-Lutheran while one of the 
theological professors of the Church declared it to be both Lutheran and 
Christian. When prominent teachers in a Church proclaim different ways 
of justification and salvation before God, it must cause confusion and 
apostasy from the faith. And Lutheraneren is not ignorant that there are 
complaints that Modernism, the denial of the whole Christian faith, is 
working inroads into its Church. That is a fruit of unionism, which the 
Union of 1917 used for its basis. Lutheraneren thus has reason to be 
afraid at this time.” We would call to mind what the Apostle Paul writes 
to the Ephesians, chap. 4,11—15. More yet than the Norwegian Lutheran 
Church the United Lutheran Church ought to secure union and unity in 
the sense of Scripture within its own circles before it seeks union negotia- 
tions with other synods. But may not perhaps the very discussion of 
Christian doctrine and practise at these intersynodical meetings foster 
true unity? May not God’s Word assert its power for good when it is 
clearly and sharply confessed by those to whom unity in union is precious? 
Nevertheless, the points which Tidende here stresses are all-important. 
J.T. M. 

The Liberals and the Apostles’ Creed.— That the Liberals are 
experiencing a good deal of difficulty through the adherence of many of 
their churches to the use of the Apostles’ Creed would be clear even if 
they did not say so. Now and then some of them frankly speak of their 
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difficulties with this ancient symbol and ask the question whether they 
can conscientiously continue to use it. The editor of the Christian Cen- 
tury, writing on the subject “Honesty and the Apostles’ Creed,” has this 
to say: “No less staunch a churchman than Bishop Lawrence of Massa- 
chusetts has recently declared that the continued use of the Apostles’ Creed 
should be left to the free choice of each congregation, and a great majority 
of the professors and students in the Episcopal theological school at Cam- 
bridge expressed agreement with this pronouncement. In Bishop Law- 
rence’s opinion no pledge should be required from young people joining the 
church beyond the confession that they are disciples of Christ. The use 
of the Apostles’ Creed as a test of membership in the church is of course 
quite another matter from the use of it in the liturgy of worship. In the 
former use it cannot be regarded as anything but a literal statement of 
belief, and to demand subscription to it as a condition of church-member- 
ship implies an intent on the part of the church to treat it as a literal 
summary of facts, and of the most important facts, in the Christian Gospel. 
It also implies that each item of fact or belief in the Creed is given the 
appropriate emphasis which it should receive in the mind of every faith- 
ful Christian. This of course falsifies the actual situation in most Prot- 
estant churches.” While the editor thinks that as a statement of faith 
the Apostles’ Creed is out of the question for our generation, he has a good 
word to say for its liturgical use: “The Creed has an honored place in 
the service of worship. The congregation stands and recites together the 
ancient words which have been professed by Christian multitudes through 
the ages. It is pretty hard to shake the Church out of this immemorial 
habit, and there are plausible rationalizations in defense of it. It is an 
esthetic exercise, not a prosaic one. This creed is a bridge which spans 
the centuries, thus connecting the present with the past and helping to 
unify history as an organic movement.” Though he is willing to a certain 
degree to defend the use of the Apostles’ Creed by a liberal modernistic 
congregation, he says, having balanced the arguments proj and con, that, 
after all, the argument for relinquishing the Apostles’ Creed is more con- 
vincing than the argument for retaining it. “In Christianity the ethical, 
the vital, the real, must be paramount.” It seems clear that the position 
of those who wish to retain a creed for liturgical reasons while they have 
abandoned the beliefs expressed therein is unworthy of intelligent people. 
The Modernists should let the Church know where they stand. Nothing 
else is compatible with honesty. A. 
“To Preserve Lutheranism. —It is through the instruction in the 
Catechism under the tutelage of the patient pastor that future members 
are prepared for membership in the Church” (meaning, of course, that 
they are prepared for the duties of their membership). “The future of 
the Church can be no greater than the effort expended to educate those 
contemplating confirmation in doctrinal soundness. No one can gainsay 
the fact that as a Church we would be far more influential than we are 
at present had the proper doctrinal instruction been given in the past. 
Suffice it to say that the congregations best weathering the storm of local 
and national strife are those which understood the importance of indoc- 
trination in the past. The majority of influential and thinking laymen of 
to-day are those who were thoroughly catechized when received into the 
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Church through the rite of confirmation. It is a situation peculiar to the 
Lutheran Church that her most stable congregations are those which have 
assigned an important place to the Catechism.” 

The article from which we are quoting goes on to discuss the new 
ideas and methods in catechetical instruction which are being advocated 
in certain quarters, has something to say about “Parochial Schools Stressed 
Doctrines,” and concludes with this paragraph: “The solution to the 
present weaknesses in catechization is, after all, very simple. Our pastors 
have for a long time been imitating the antics of other Protestant min- 
isters who have no time or sympathy for the Catechism and have lain down 
on the job. They have felt that the thoroughgoing and detailed catechetical 
methods common to the Swedish and German branches of our Church are 
hackneyed expressions and worn-out pedagogical whimsicalities. It is easy 
to espouse the American dislike for thoroughgoing catechization because of 
the extra time for leisure on the part of the pastor. It would be wise 
for the United Lutheran Church to send clergymen to Sweden, Germany, 
and other Lutheran countries to make a study of correct orthodox catechet- 
ical methods. If something of this nature is not done in the near future, 
our Church will in the next decade lose its denominational individuality 
and become submerged in the maze of that religious conglomeration known 
as American Protestantism. There is a disease in the Lutheran Church 
which must be remedied. If Lutheranism is to be salvaged from the scrap- 
heap of non-catechetical American Protestantism, it must begin in the 
present if its constituency is to be indoctrinated in the future. This means 
hard work, a patient continuance in well-doing, and a general overhauling 
of the worn-out, un-Lutheran catechetical methods common in the past. 
This is a serious matter and must receive immediate attention. If present 
conditions and catechetical methods are not reformed in the near future, 
the older established Lutheran bodies will some day refuse to recognize 
our feeble attempts to remain under the banner of the Augsburg Con- 
fession.” (Mr. Andrew B. Ekel, Renovo, Pa., on “Catechetical Instruction” ; 
Lutheran, October 3, 1935.) 

An editorial appearing in the same number states: “The article in 
this issue concerning more thorough catechetical instruction differs from 
any previously published in one respect. It presents the convictions of 
a layman. We know from conversations, however, that many thoughtful 
members of our congregations have deep admiration for pastors who insist 
upon thorough preparation for active membership in a Lutheran congre- 
gation. Etc.” Mr. Ekel’s words mean something to every Lutheran pastor. 

E. 

Even to This! — Under this heading the Lutheran Sentinel (August 
28, 1935) writes: “Yes, it really has come to this that some pastors and 
congregations within the American Lutheran Conference do not feel, it 
appears, that they can have a complete social church gathering (which in 
the very nature of the case must be of a religious character) without 
a Catholic priest present and participating [original italics]. Two sepa- 
rate accounts of such unholy gatherings we read in two of our reputable 
Norwegian papers. The first appeared in Skandinaven, under the date of 
January 21 of this year. In this account the author, H.C. Casperson, — 
Folksbladet’s editor, I believe,— chronicles an event that took place in 
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North Minneapolis, occasioned by the twenty-fifth anniversary of Pastor 
0. H. Sletten’s ministry in St. Olaf’s Congregation. Pastor Sletten has for 
years been a leader in the Lutheran Free Church, and from a pastor in this 
church-body, which in its official organ states that it refuses to be scared 
by a ‘ghost from Marburg,’ we might well expect even this. Now, what 
took place at this silver jubilee? Editor Casperson reports, with no sense 
of shame, it seems, that Father Dunphey, rector of the Church of Ascen- 
sion (Roman Catholic), was first given the floor and that he delivered 
a ‘very taking and appreciatory speech.’ In glowing terms the Father 
spoke of the ‘great light of truth that Dr. Sletten had been granted the 
privilege of holding aloft in North Minneapolis these many years.’ Just 
think of it, a Catholic priest praising a Lutheran pastor as a beacon light 
of truth! We had expected that some one either from the Free Church 
or from the Merger Church would correct or protest this account in 
Skandinaven, but to date none has come to our notice. — About. three 
weeks later I was handed a copy of Minneapolis Tidende, of January 31 
of this year. This reliable paper tells of a farewell reception tendered 
Pastor B. E. Bergesen, who has served Zion Lutheran Church (North Min- 
neapolis) for a number of years, having resigned to serve as a traveling 
evangelist in the Norwegian Church of America. The report indicates 
that this farewell reception was a colorful and many-colored affair. Among 
those participating by their presence and addresses were: Dr. O. H. Sletten 
of the Free Church, Pastor C.S. Thorpe, Dr. J. A. O. Stub, Drs. Stolee and 
Weswig of Luther Seminary (last four mentioned from the Merger 
Church), and Father Rakowski of the Catholic Church. The new pastor 
of Zion Church, the Rev. O. G. Malmin, opened and closed the meeting. All 
enlightened Lutherans know that the Roman Catholic Church in the 
Decrees of the Council of Trent has officially pronounced anathema upon 
sola gratia and sola fide, salvation by grace alone, salvation by faith alone. 
And just because of this, Luther often exclaimed: ‘Pope, I will be your 
pestilence!’ The old Romans had a striking saying: ‘Vestigia terrent,’ 
the footsteps terrify. (This was said by the fox in Aesop’s fable entitled 
‘The Lion and the Fox’ when he saw that there were no footsteps back- 
ward from the lion’s lair.) What effect must the above display of friend- 
ship have upon the souls entrusted to these pastors’ spiritual care and 
guidance? ‘If the blind lead the blind, will not both fall into the ditch?’ 
Matt. 15, 14. How long will the lay people in the Norwegian Lutheran 
Church of America, some of whom at least still have some Lutheran con- 
sciousness left, tolerate such ‘spiritual wickedness in high places’ ?” 
J.T. M. 

“Popular Heresies Not New. — A writer in the Presbyterian Banner 
declares that recently he has read through the three volumes of Hodge’s 
Theology with a surprising result. He says: ‘The more I read Hodge, the 
humbler I get. There is not one of these strikingly original thoughts 
I have had that I do not find in the quotations of the liberals of that day 
and perhaps of centuries ago, quoted by Dr. Hodge in order to refute them. 
And besides, a lot of heresies far better than any I ever conjured up. 
Or did I conjure them up? Perhaps I heard them somewhere and forgot 
where I heard them— thought they were my own.’ That very correctly 
states the situation. All these wonderful ideas and interpretations put 





64 Theological Observer. — SRirdhlid)-Seitgefdhidtlides. 


forth by our modernistic friends have recurred time and again through 
Christian history. Do not call yourself an ‘advanced thinker’ when you 
hold theories that were exploded centuries ago.” — Watchman-Examiner, 
September 5, 1935. 


Some Interpretations of the Mystic Number 666. — This is a case 
where the kettle and the pot are calling one another black. Writing in 
the Commonweal David Goldstein, director of the Nation-wide Catholic 
Campaign for Christ, complains of the mean exegesis engaged in by the 
Seventh-day Adventists, who maintain that the Pope’s title Vicarius Filii 
Dei, when the letters having a numerical value are counted, yields the 
number 666, which is that of the beast in the Apocalypse. He one day 
came upon a young convert of Seventh-day Adventism who painted the 
tiara of the Pope and put on it the title just quoted. In the first place 
Mr. Goldstein takes the defensive and writes as follows: — 

“1) Vicarius Filii Dei is not the name of the Pope. He is known as 
His Holiness Pope Pius XI. That name totals 69 and not 666 as ‘the 
number of his [the beast’s] name’ must total according to chapter 13 of 
the Book of Revelation. 

“2) Vicarius Filii Dei is a title, and it is not the official title of the 
Pope, though he is the Vicar of Christ, who is the Son of God. 

“3) The official title of the Pope is Vicarius Iesu Christi (Vicar of 
Jesus Christ), as it is set down in The Catholic Encyclopedia and The 
Catholic Dictionary. 

“4) An examination of pictures of the Pope’s tiara shows that neither 
the title Vicarius Filii Dei nor any other title is inscribed thereon. 

*5) The title Vicarius Filii Dei does not total 666 according to a 
proper tabulation of Roman numerical values. For instance, when an I ap- 
pears before an L it does not total, as Seventh-day Adventism says, 1 and 
50, or 51. It totals I minus 50, which is 49.” 

Next Mr. Goldstein turns the tables on his adversaries and vigorously 
takes the offensive. He points to the indisputable fact that the “prophetess” 
or “seer” of Seventh-day Adventism is Ellen Gould White. Then he argues 
thus: “The two L’s in Ellen total 100. The U (V) equals 5, the L 50, 
and the D 500 in Gould; the W equals two V’s, 10, and the I is one, in 
White. Hence the grand total is 666. Thus not the Pope, but the founder 
of the Seventh-day Adventist sect is the terrible creature depicted in the 
Book of Revelation according to their own system.” What’s next? A. 


Episcopal Succession Advocates Given a Jolt. —It is a long story, 
a synopsis of which may be given as follows: A certain Mr. Ringenhjelm, 
who had served as a Methodist minister and for a short period attended 
the Augustana Theological Seminary in Rock Island, sought to be ordained 
by the Augustana Synod. Four times his application was considered and 
rejected. He was not regarded “qualified to serve successfully as a pastor” 
(Lutheran Companion). Soon thereafter Bishop Stewart of the Protestant 
Episcopal Church in Chicago ordained him as a deacon. Then Mr. Ringen- 
hjelm went to Sweden, his native country, to seek church-work there. The 
rest of the story had best be told in the words of the Swedish Bishop of 
Straengaes, written in reply to inquiries by Dr. Brandelle, till recently 
president of the Augustana Synod. 
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“Ringenhjelm was here in Sweden and served as a deacon in the En- 
glish church in Stockholm. The plan was that he should devote himself 
to the service of Americans in Stockholm who belong to the Episcopal 
communion. There are a number of these. The Bishop of Chicago in- 
quired if under the circumstances I would be kind enough to ordain 
Ringenhjelm on his behalf. I was unable to see that there were any 
legitimate reasons why I should refuse him this service, inasmuch as he 
and the Episcopal Church desired to show me and the Swedish Church this 
confidence. The reasons for my act in ordaining therefore were essentially 
these two: I desired to render a service when the opportunity was given 
me, and I regarded it of a certain value to thus demonstrate an ecclesias- 
tical fellowship which stretches beyond one’s own communion. As will 
appear from the above, it was not a question of ordaining Ringenhjelm for 
service in America; such a rite would naturally have been performed by 
the proper authorities in America. ... I may be permitted to add that, 
if the situation should arise that I should be requested by Augustana to 
ordain some one on behalf of the synod, I would with great joy assume 
such a commission.” 

Canon B.I. Bell (a canon is next in rank to a dean in an Episcopalian 
diocese) of America wrote quite bitterly about the action of Bishop Stewart 
of Chicago for requesting this ordination to the priesthood from a Lutheran 
bishop. Canon Bell now in turn is taken to task by the Living Church for 
speaking so disrespectfully of His Eminence Bishop Stewart. The Lutheran 
Companion editor relates the incident in a fully documented article. One 
misses, however, the quod erat demonstrandum at the conclusion, namely, 
that loyal Lutherans have no right to maintain fraternal relations with 
the Swedish State Church. A. 

Lutheran Statistics. — Advance figures on Lutheran church-member- 
ship in America and their support of congregational and benevolent ac- 
tivities have been compiled for the United Stewardship Council by the 
Rev. Dr. Geo. Linn Kieffer, National Lutheran Council statistician. Details 
will appear later. Here are totals: Confirmed membership in United 
States and Canada, 3,127,765; per capita for congregational support, 
$10.24; for benevolence, $2.35. The United Lutheran Church total per 
capita for all support, $12.97, is approached closely by that of the Synod- 
ical Conference, $12.96, and the American Lutheran Conference, $12.17. 
The independent bodies and synods show an average per capita of $8.67. 

N.L.O.B. 


II. Ausland. 


Zur Verteidigung de3 lutherifdjen Befenntniffes. Dak man fics aud 
in Deutfdland, in lande3- oder volfSsfirdlidjen Kreifen, wieder auf den 
Wert de3 utherijhen Befenntniffes befjinnt und deffen hohe Widhtigkeit 
twenigitenS theoretijd gu jdhaben weif, betweift u. a. auch ein fiirglich in der 
nl. ©. VK.“ von P. D. BW. Vaible, dem Herausgeber diefer theologifchen 
Beitfchrift, unter der itberfdrift ,Das Lutherifde Befenninis im Feuer 
bon rehis und link" erjchienener %rtifel, der, abgefehen von einigen 
Wusdriiden und Sagen, denen twir nicht beiftimmen fonnen, fo viel Wahres 
enthalt, dag er eingehenden Studiums auch in amerifanijd-firdliden Rrei- 
fen twiirdig ift. Laible geht gunadft bon dem Gedanfen aus, dak da3 
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Iutherije Befenninis mit der lutherijden Reformation und Kirde aufs 
innigfte berquictt ijt. Gr fchreibt: ,,Seit e3 eine lutherijche Kirche gibt, 
hatte jie cin Vefennini3; dies Vefenntni3 tar das Banner, um da3 fie fid 
fcarte, die Mauer, die Gott um fie gebaut, der Yungbrunnen, aus dem fie 
fich immer toieder erneuerte. €3 war aus dem Hergblut der Reformation 
geboren, mit Martyrerblut getweiht. ... Moc feine Schrift hat bejchrie- 
ben, twiebviel Kraft und Gegen vom Lutherifden Befenntni3 auf Volt und 
Kirche ausging, welche Waffenritjtung e3 tar, erjt im Kampf gegen Rom 
und allerleit Srrgeijter, Dann gegen Wufflarung und Rationali3mus, gegen 
Monismus und ModerniZmus und gegen alles, was wider Gott ijt.“ Dies 
herrliche, twichtige Befenntni3 der Lutherijchen Kirche fteht nun, wie Laible 
toeiter zeigt, im ,Sreugfeuer bon rechis und inf“. ,Die von Links 
fprechen eS offen aus, dDaR feine Beit endgitltiq voritber fei. 
G3 fei nur noch eine Sache der Theologen, nicht der Kirche; nur Theologen 
Hatten dafiir Qnterejje und jtritten Ddariiber mit ,Pajtorengezganf. Das 
RKirdhenvol€ fenne das BVefenntnis nicht mehr; e3 fei ihm weithin fremd 
und atveifelhaft' getworden; e3 fenne Hidftens noch den Katechid- 
mus.“ Demgegeniiber jtellt Laible die Frage, ob diefer Cintwurf beredhtigt 
fei, und antiwortet u.a.: ,Das Kirchenvolf foll fein Befenntnis nicht 
mehr fennen? eden Gonntag jingt e3 aus dem Befenntnis heraus und 
betet aus dem BVefennini$; und die Gebetbiicher in den Haufern, die Er- 
bauungSsbiicher, alles ijt Durchtranft vom Befenntnis. Wlle3, was in unferm 
lutherijcden Sirdenbolf vorhanden ift an Glauben, Hoffen, Lieben, atmet 
Den Geift des Befenntnijfes; davon Leben wunfere Chrijten, darauf jter- 
ben fie. Oder twas ijt das Kirdhenlied anders als das gefungene BSefenntnis 
Der Kirche? Wenn unjer Kirchenbolf die cingelnen Gabe der Wuguijtana 
und der WApologie, der Sdhmalfaldijchen Wrtifel und der Konfordienforme! 
aud) nicht fennt, jo ijt das nicht ausichlaggebend. Wuch die Bibel fennt e3 
nidt in allen ihren Teilen; ijt damit die Bibel iiberholt? Cin Befennt- 
ni3 hat aber die Gemeinde zur Hand, fennt e3 Gab um Sab, Budhftaben 
um Suchjtaben, den Kleinen Katechismus. Man fage nicht fpottifd, dak 
fie ,Hodftens‘ den RKatechismus fenne; denn Ddiefer Katehismus ift 
twirflidh Das Hid fte, die Krone de3 VBefenntnifjes, ijt die goldene Schab- 
famumer, in der alle Schabe deS Iutherifden BVefenntnifjes befdhloffen liegen. 
Daher ijt ein Katechismusvolf auch betwuktes und geriijtetes Rirchenvolt 
gegen alle Seften und Schwarmereien.“ — YWllerdings gibt der Schreiber 
gu, DaB in Dem Gab, das Befenntnis fet dem Volf ,tweithin fremd und 
atweifelhaft getworden”, ettvas Wahres liegt. Dads rithrt aber nicht dafher, 
dak das BVefenninis ,veraltet”, ,erjtarrt” geworden ijt. Das behaupten 
gu wollen, ware die reinjte Blindheit. ,,Gondern allerlei firchenfeindlide, 
chrijtusfeindlide Machte unteriviihlten feit langem das Befenntnis der 
Kirche, erfdiitterten den Glauben de3 KirdhenvolfSs, machten ihm die Bibel 
fremd und das Befenntnis fremd, das auf die Bibel aufgebaut ijt. Und 
Da toundert man fich, wenn e3 gu einem ,Mafjenabfall’ in der Kirde fam, 
twenn Heute Millionen nicht mehr wilfen, was Vefenntnis, was Kirde ift. 
Noch andere Urfachen twaren im Spiel, gottentfremdete ,Weltanjdhauungen‘ 
mit innerem A%ufruhr der Menjehheit gegen Gott, gumeijt getarnt als 
ortidritt’, alS ,Wiffenfdaft’, als Veredlung’ der Religion. Wber das 
will man nicht gugeben. Man fjucht nach einem andern Schuldigen. Darum 
fet der Glaube erlofcjen, teil die Nirdje fein Tebendiges Bekenninis mehr 
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hatte; ihr Befenntnis, einft eine LebenSmadht, fet langjt gum toten Buch- 
jtaben erjtarrt. Der Tod jet in die Kirde eingegogen, fie habe vergefjen, 
vad fie ift, namlic&) der lebendige Leib Chrifti.” Darauf antiwortet der 
Schreiber: ,Yatwohl, die Vefenntniffe find in Buchftaben gefapt; aber dieje 
Vuchftaben umfaffen Worte, und dieje Worte enthalten Leben. Wohl 
haben Menfden das BVefenntnis gemacht, und die Spuren der Menfdjenz - 
hande find fichtbar; aber der twahre Schopfer ijt der Heilige Geift, den 
XEfus der Kirche verheifen hat. Darum find auch die Befenntnijfe immer 
au3 einem Geift und Ginn; die fpateren verachteten nicht die vorigen, 
fondern bauten fich auf die vorigen, aber alle gufammen auf die Schrift, 
den untriigliden Maitab Gottes. Wer von ,Crftarrung’ der Befenntniffe 
redet, hat nie ihres Geiftes Hauch verjpiirt. Leben aus Gott ijt Leben 
und bleibt Leben; nur de3 Menjfchen Wugen werden jtarr, und dann flagt er 
das Leben der CErftarrung an. Nicht an den Befenntniffen liegt e3, fon- 
Dern an den Wugen der Menfchen. Nicht der Mangel .geitqemager’ Be- 
fenntniffe ijt Die Not der Kirche, jondern daR fie felbjt fein Leben hat; 
Nerbvofitat genug, aber fein Leben.” — ,,%Unbders Liegen die Dinge, twenn 
aud) bon redts her fic) der Widerfpruch erhebt, von da her, wo man 
feinen andern Gott hat, als die Befenntnijje lehren, feinen andern Chri- 
ftu3 [2], feinen andern Glauben [2]. Man glaubt, die ebangelijde deutide 
ReichSfirche am beften al unierte Kirche bauen gu finnen, nicht gerade 
durd die Nivellierung der Konfeffionen, aber doch durch deren WAbjchlei- 
fung. Sede Betonung de3 Lutherijchen VBefenntnifjes Hhindere diefen ,Fort- 
fehritt’; Daher die Pfeilfchiiffe gegen diefe Vetonung und damit auch gegen 
das Befennini3. Und nicht allein gegen das Befenntnis, fondern gegen 
die lutherifche Kirche felbft. Fallt das Vefenntni3Z, jo fallt auch die Kirche. 
Hat aber die Lutherijche Kirche ihr Recht, dann auch ihre Befenntnijfe. 
Was habt ihr gegen dieje Befenntnijje? CGagt e3 uns dod! Wie oft ift 
Dieje Forderung erhoben tworden! Mie wurde fie erfillt. Wir mbdhten 
allen Grnjte3 bitten, nicht Tanger die Bibel gegen da3 Befenntni3 aus- 
gufpielen. Gibt e3 verfndcherte BVefenninisdhrijten, fo gibt e3 auch ber- 
fnicherte Bibeldhriften; hier Mifbrauch, da Mipbraucdh. Aber nicht der 
Mipbrauch entfcheidet, fondern der rechte Gebrauch, und das ift der, da 
recjte Vefenntnisdrijten die Sdhrift itber alles hocdhalten, Herg und Leben 
dDanad einricjten und immer fragen: Wie fteht gefchrieben? Go Iaffe 
man da8 Befenninis unangetaftet; ja man alte um fo fefter dagu, je mehr 
die Sdharen eines fafularijierten Chrijtentum3 dagegen anrennen. Denn 
dies Befenntnis fteht auf dem hHeiligen Boden der Schrift, ijt von Gott 
felbjt der Kirche deutfder Reformation eingeftiftet, hat fic) bewahrt in 
guten und bifen Tagen. C3 ift noch gu wenig, e3 ,unangetaftet* gu lafjen. 
Wir jfagen mehr: Erhebt e3 wieder gum Panier, ricdtet um diefes Panier 
her twieder die Lutherifce Rirde in Deutfdhland auf! hr fonnt fie aud, 
twenn ifr twollt, die ,evangelijche Kirde deutfder Nation’ nennen; nur 
gurii gum Glauben der Vater, zuriié gum Befennini3 der Vater!“ — 
Auch Hiergulande ijt man, felbft in lutherijden RKreifen, befenntnismiide 
getoorden und hat Lehrforibildung mit neuen, der Beit angepagten Wus- 
Driiden gefordert. Das hier Gefagte diirfte dDaher auch un amerifanifd- 
Iutherifcjen Chrijten von Widhtigkeit fein. 

Wher, fo mbchten twir den Schreiber fragen, twarum eine lutherifde 
Sirde, die auf dem lutherifden Vefenntnis fteht, evangelifd nennen, 
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da diefer Name doch fo allgemein im Ginn bon uniert gebraudt wird? 
Much in Dem Namen Lutherif cd liegt ein gewaltiges Stic Befenntnis, 
Was iibrigen3 der Schreiber von den BefenniniZopponenten von re dts 
her fagt, namlich dah fie feinen andern Gott, feinen andern Cbhriftum, 
feinen andern Glauben lehren alZ den, den die Vefenntniffe lehren, trifft 
nicht gu. Die gabhlreicjen RMeformierten 3.B., die dem Lutherifden Be- 
fennini$ je und je opponiert haben, haben fich nie voll und gang gu dem 
Chriftus und dem Glauben befannt, den unjere Befenniniffe darlegen und 
auf Grund der Schrift befennen. Das hat fich von alters her gegeigt in 
ihrem Widerjpruch gegen die Iutherifde Lehre von Chrifti Perfon, der 
Mitteitung der Cigenfdaften, den Gnadenmitteln, dent heiligen Wbendz- 
mabl, der Gnadentwah!l ufiv. Laible follte an diefem Punt genauer reden 
und die Gegenfabe ins Flare bringen. Der unierte, reformierte Geift 
ftand in begug auf diefe Vehren nie recht3, fondern nur Tinf8. &. T. M. 


Collapse of Religion in Russia. — What Dr. Walter Van Kirk, sec- 
retary of the Department of International Justice and Good Will of the 
Federal Council of the Churches of Christ in America, reports on religious 
conditions in Russia, which country he has just toured, is sad beyond any 
lamentations and tears of which we are capable. We quote some of the 
most important statements in his report. 


“The Soviet Government is the sworn enemy of religion. While in 
Moscow, I stood before the old Duma Building, on one side of which there 
is inscribed the legend ‘Religion is the opiate of the people.’ Every day 
this inscription is read and believed by thousands.... I spent a Sunday 
traveling from the Polish border to the capital city of the Communists. 


The calendar told me it was Sunday, but the peasants and workers seemed 
to be wholly unaware that this particular day was the Lord’s Day. They 
were in the fields, pitching hay or threshing wheat. From my train win- 
dow I saw hundreds of men and women at work in lumber camps and in 
railroad yards. As I traveled through the villages, I saw innumerable 
neglected churches, where once the peasants on Sunday worshiped the God 
of their fathers. There are, to be sure, a number of churches in Russia 
still open. I visited some of these churches. What I saw, however, only 
confirmed my impression that the U.S.S.R. is getting God-less. The wor- 
shipers were mainly old people. I saw very few young people in the 
churches. This to my mind is the most convincing evidence of the decadence 
of religion in Russia. The present youth generation in Russia is the youth 
generation of the Communist revolution. These youngsters have been 
brought up on a diet of atheism. They are strongly antireligious. They 
do not believe in God. They have no use for the churches. I talked with 
many of these young people. They laughed at me when I sought to 
interpret religion as something more than creeds and dogmas. They replied 
that they were through with God, with religion, and with the institutions 
of religion. One day I visited a kindergarten, where I found nearly 
a hundred little children. I asked these children what they thought about 
God, and I was politely informed by these little ones that there was no 
God. ... Despite the constitutional guarantees of religious freedom the 
Church in Russia is persecuted in many ways. It is a matter of common 
knowledge that hundreds of priests have been slain, while hundreds of 
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others have been sent into exile. Still others have just disappeared, and 
God alone knows where they are or what they are doing. A worker who 
frequents church is discriminated against in various ways. He cannot 
be a member of the Communist party till he formally disavows belief in 
religion and in the Church. The priests are reduced to a state of beggary. 
All professional ecclesiastics have been disfranchised, and they are not for 
this reason permitted to engage in labor of any kind, nor are the pastors 
of the Evangelical Church permitted to propagandize their respective faiths. 
Of three hundred Lutheran pastors in prerevolution days only thirty 
remain. <A little way out of Moscow I passed a forced-labor camp, where 
I was told a number of Lutheran pastors were working at the point of 
a bayonet. ... I visited in the homes of peasants; and when I asked 
about religion, I was told that only the old and feeble-minded had any 
interest in the things of God. I happened on a Sunday to be in one of 
the rural villages in the wheat belt of Southeastern Russia. I wanted to 
go to church. I had to travel for miles in a truck since the churches in 
the immediate neighborhood were closed. The service was attended by 
a mere handful of people. I talked with the local priest, and the first 
question which I put to him was this: ‘What is the future for religion 
in Russia?’ And without a moment’s hesitation the priest replied, ‘There 
is no future for religion in Russia.’ I asked this aged man of God 
whether or not any priests were being trained in Russia for the ministry. 
His answer was a solemn negative. ... The offering at this particular 
church consisted of five pieces of black bread, four green apples, and an 
egg. I asked the priest what he would do when he had eaten his bread, 


apples, and egg, and he unblushingly told me that he would visit among 
the homes of the faithful and beg for food. While I was talking with the 
priest, the head of the local Soviet walked into the altar room un- 
announced and uninvited. The priest gave me a warning look, and I knew 
that the time for further questions had passed.” 

In our prayers let us not forget poor Russia. A. 


The Lutheran Church in France.—Since the third Lutheran 
World Convention, during the past October assembled in Paris, France, 
the church-papers submit a good deal of information on the status of 
Lutheranism in that country. The following is taken from the National 
Lutheran Council Bulletin: — 

“The size of the Evangelical Lutheran Church of France is over- 
whelmingly determined by the allegiance of Alsace and Lorraine. In 1871, 
after those two provinces had been taken by Germany, she was so weak 
that the General Synod was uncertain whether to lie down in defeat or 
go on courageously. She decided on the latter and has given an example 
of devotion to her faith that should hearten the entire Church. Lutherans 
were the first Protestants in France to be martyred for their faith in the 
sixteenth century, and they have maintained a vigorous religious life 
throughout the centuries. 

“The Church in France at present numbers about 398,000. She is 
divided into three groups: a) Paris, with 22 pastors and 13,000 members 
in 20 parishes; b) Montbeliard, with 37 parishes and 90 congregations 
and 35,000 members, served by 45 pastors; c) Alsace-Lorraine, with a 
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membership of 238,578 in 210 congregations, served by 174 pastors. The 
Church of Paris is constantly expanding in congregations and in works 
of mercy and foreign missions. She is active in mission-work in Mada- 
gascar and conducts a deaconess training-school and a health center near 
the city.” 

Lutheranism which is loyal to the Confessions of the Church is repre- 
sented in Paris by our brother the Rev. F. C. Kreiss, who is affiliated with 
the Evangelical Lutheran Free Church of Alsace-Lorraine. A. 


A Survey of Lutheranism throughout the World. — A remarkable 
address was delivered by Prof. Dr. Herman Sasse of Erlangen on the sub- 
ject “The Present Situation of the Lutheran Church throughout the World” 
when the Neuendettelsau Missionary Society held its 1935 mission-festival. 
The address reveals such a penetrating study of conditions in the Lutheran 
Church that we should like to quote it in its entirety. Considerations of 
space compel us to limit our quotations to a few salient utterances. Speak- 
ing of Germany and condemning the union of 1817, he writes: — 

“Dare an evangelical Church forget that to this prayer [“that they 
may all be one”] there also belongs ‘Sanctify them through Thy truth; 
Thy Word is truth’? Can there be a real unity of the Church when there 
is no unity in the teaching of the Gospel and in the interpretation of the 
Sacraments, for example, in the question whether Jesus Christ, the Lord, 
is really, personally present in the Sacrament of the Altar according to 
His human and His divine nature? When we are once agreed and able 
to express our unity in one definite confession, then a real step toward 
unity of the Church will have been taken; but the unions brought about 
in the nineteenth century signified that it was the opinion that confes- 
sional unity was unnecessary, that it was necessary only to act as if they 
were united. What came out of this is evident. We shall give but one 
example. At a Rhenish teachers’ institute the future teachers are in- 
structed in the Lutheran as well as in the Heidelberg Catechism in order 
that, according to the requirements, they might give instruction either in 
Lutheran or Reformed religion and so that in case of a change they can go 
over from one confession to the other without difficulty. The training of 
future preachers by the majority of German theological faculties has not 
been much different lately. Is it surprising that our Church has lost its 
moral esteem among the people in most of Germany? The people cer- 
tainly do not understand much theology, and they do not have to know 
much of it; yet they understand something about veracity and have 
a finer feeling for it than many an educated person. They understand 
more about theological honesty and veracity than many an educated theo- 
logian. .. . If our Church cannot remain a confessional Church, if it 
must join with other churches of different confessions in spite of the un- 
solved question of doctrine, then the four-hundred-year story of the Refor- 
mation is at an end in our fatherland.... ‘A German Evangelical Church’ 
which would surrender the unadulterated Augsburg Confession would be 
only a new sect, whose superfluousness would soon be shown in church 
history.” 

Concerning the Lutheran churches of America Dr. Sasse has high 
words of praise. “Who of us knows that in New York, Philadelphia, or 
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in Chicago on every Sunday more Lutheran services are held than in 
a large German city? Who knows that in New York there are a great 
many more Lutheran churches than, for example, in Berlin, that there 
are a great many more preachers than in a German city like Hamburg? 
We do not know that here. Who knows that hundreds of thousands, even 
a million, children in America are brought up upon the Small Catechism, 
not only in the German language, but also in English? ... The fact that 
the Lutheran congregations and synods have held so firmly to the con- 
fession of their Church, that their theologians have withstood the tempta- 
tions of syncretism, — all this cannot be explained simply by confessional 
obstinacy or even by a romantic conservative sentiment. Where should 
that have come from in the United States? The power of American Lu- 
theranism to resist and the strength for a great development of the Church 
grew out of a church-forming power in substance of its confession. If the 
church history of the nineteenth century has recorded a defeat for German 
Lutheranism in general, it has chronicled victory for Lutheranism in 
America. The development of the Lutheran Church in the vast expanses 
of the North American continent in the course of a few generations is the 
greatest positive event in the history of our Church since the close of the 
orthodox period.” 

To the churches in the Scandinavian countries Dr. Sasse sounds a well- 
founded warning. “Ever since the time of the Reformation there always 
has existed a more or less strong exchange between German and Nordic 
Lutheranism, as a single glance into the hymnal and at the theological 
literature will reveal. Recent developments in the Church indicate that 
this exchange has become more and more supplemented by an ever stronger 
relation between the Scandinavian and the Anglican churches. Indeed, here 
and there it is already beginning to be endangered by this intimacy. Not 
Wittenberg, but Canterbury is the place which is attracting the attention 
of the Northern churches and their theologians. This change began with 
the grand church polity of Nathan Soederblom, who personally maintained 
the peculiarity of the Nordic Lutherans and at the same time the con- 
nection with the German Church. His death, however, closed a period of 
Nordic church history and opened a new one, in which the force of attrac- 
tion of the Church of England is becoming more evident. The wavering 
and the compromising of German Lutheran theology in the decisive years 
of the German Church, the adulteration of German Lutheran theology with 
the thought and forces of Calvinism, and finally the complete collapse of 
the German Church in our day have hastened the process in the North. 
The Nordic churches are on the way from Wittenberg to Canterbury.” 

We merely wish to say that Dr. Sasse would be surprised if he knew 
to what an extent many American churches which are sailing under the 
flag of confessional Lutheranism are willing to fraternize with Calvinistic 
denominations. A. 


Roman Catholic Influence in Scotland Growing.—JIn Scotland, 
overwhelmingly Protestant, Roman Catholicism has of late been making 
headway and accomplishing some of its objectives. There were outbreaks 
of ill will, accompanied by attempts at violence, when the Eucharistic 
Congress was held in Edinburgh and when Catholic individuals were singled 
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out for special honors. The inimical manifestations were rather dis- 
graceful. That the Protestants, however, have been provoked rather try- 
ingly is brought out in the following paragraph from the report of the 
correspondent in the Christian Century: “The grounds of grievance were 
well stated in the report of the Church Interests Committee to the last 
assembly. The committee had engaged in a careful and dispassionate 
survey into the workings of the 1918 Act, which had transferred the 
Roman Catholic schools from Church support to that of the State. The 
report pointed out that an additional burden had been put on taxpayers 
in four ways: the £. 771,000 cost of purchasing the schools already erected ; 
the annual rent paid for buildings taken by lease; the cost of out-of-date 
buildings (at least £. 1,335,000); and the fact that the Roman Church 
had successfully demanded the erection of separate schools even in areas 
where there was already adequate accommodation for all children of school 
age.” The correspondent then quotes from the report alluded to: “The 
Roman Catholic Church has thus been enriched to an enormous extent, 
both through the lifting of the burden of building and maintaining schools 
and through the largely increased remuneration of its staffs. In addition, 
it may be mentioned that a considerable number of the teachers are in 
religious orders, and their salaries, by the terms of their vows, therefore 
go into the coffers of the Church.” This explains, though, of course, it 
does not excuse, the drastic manifestation of anti-Catholic feeling on the 
part of many Protestants in Scotland. A. 


Calendar Trouble in Greece. — Just as though this poor world had 
not sufficient conflicts and squabbles to torment it, some people in Greece 
are fomenting strife on the question whether the old calendar, known as 
the Julian, or the new, usually called the Gregorian, should be followed. 
The former, we are told, is now about fourteen days behind the sun and 
for that reason ought to be regarded as antiquated. However, there are 
people in Greece who are not willing to take this practical or pragmatic 
point of view. The Living Church informs us that two bishops in Greece 
“who had once agreed with the rest of the synod to use the revised or 
Gregorian calendar, like the rest of Christendom, refused to do so later 
and have fallen back on the use of the old Julian calendar.” These people 
now “have started an open schism by consecrating a rival hierarchy of the 
‘Orthodox Old Calendarian Rite. They have already consecrated four 
bishops of this rite and propose to lay hands on three more, making nine 
recusants in all.” The ultra-conservatives, so the article on which we 
draw says, have been permitted the use of the old calendar for themselves, 
but these “Paleohemerologists” insist that, if the calendar is changed, 
this is identical with apostasy, and they will oppose it with all their might. 
The controversy has its semihumorous aspect, inasmuch as some of these 
standpatters tell their people “that a large number of children will not 
be able to have any birthdays this year, for the omission of fourteen days 
from the calendar would have that effect inevitably.” Shall we laugh 
or weep? A. 
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Verdentidung der Cvangelien und fonjftiger Teile de3 Nenen Tejftaments, 
pon den erften Unfangen bis Luther. Herausgegeben in Gemeinfdhaft 
mit Gerhard Bruddmann, Frig Biulidher und Willy 
Liidtfe von Hans Vollmer. Hamburg. 1935. WAtademifche Ver- 
lagSgefellfhaft Wthenaion, Potsdam. 293 Seiten 642X9%. Mit einer 
Beigabe: Curiosa Biblica. Preis: RM. 24. 

Bu den in fritheren Sahrgdngen diefer Zeitfchrift bejprodenen Monographien 
diejer Serie gefellt fic) diefer Band in durdhaus wiirdiger und adiquater Weife; 
ja, e8 will un$ fcheinen, Daf die ganze Wnlage und Darftellung in diefem Bande 
die friiheren noch faft iibertrifft. Die Pjalmeniiberjfegung ift bereits behandelt 
und die paulinifden Briefe gum Leil, und der vorliegende Band bietet nun aus: 
gevablte Perifopenabjdnitte aus dem Neuen Teftament mit Proben von itber- 
fegungen, von der Vulgata an, durch) die Yahrhunderte hindurd bis auf die 
Wormfer und Biiricher Bibel. Diefe Tabellen fiillen allein 209 Seiten, mit den 
folgenden Lerten: Luf. 2, 1—14; Yoh. 2, 1—11; Matth. 2, 1—12; 9, 1—8; Boh. 
5, 1-9; Apoft. 2, 1—11; Jaf. 3, 14—18; 1 Petr. 4, 12—14; Apof. 14, 1—5. 
Den Anhang des Bandes bhildet ein von drei Bildtafeln begleiteter Beitrag zur 
RKunftgefdhicdte, in dem bhisher unbefannteS Material aus der Fiille der mittel- 
alterliden Slluftrationen der Sehn Gebote ordnend und fidhtend vorgelegt wird. 
Seder Theolog, der fic) noch einigermafen intenfid mit der deutfden Bibel befaft, 
wird diefe Studien beritdfichtigen miifjen. ~.EKregmann. 


The Book of Revelation. A series of outline studies in the Apocalypse 
by James H. McConkey. Silver Publishing Society, Bessemer Build- 
ing, Pittsburgh, Pa. 96 pages, 4x61,4. 

A short commentary on Revelation based upon the theory that this 
book is simply an unfolding of the 24th chapter of Matthew. The writer 
assumes that the Seventh Trumpet is identical with the Seven Vials and 
that the Seventh Seal is identical with the Seven Trumpets. He gets into 
trouble with this scheme when chapters 7, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 18 appear 
detached from the system just outlined and must be treated as “insets.” 
The author is a believer in a literal millennium in which (literally) a small 
child will lead the wild beasts. The entire Apocalypse is made to refer 
to the events immediately preceding the Second Advent. 

TH. GRAEBNER. 


Jesus and the Word. By D. Rudolf Bultmann, University of Marburg. 
Translated by Louise Pettibone Smith and Erminie Huntress, Welles- 
ley College, Wellesley, Mass. 1934. Charles Scribner’s Sons, New 
York, London. 226 pages, 5X74. Price, $2.00. 

When this book appeared in Germany, it bore the title Jesus. Since 
Professor Bultmann’s aim is not so much to tell the story of Jesus’ life 
as to give the reader an understanding of the message of our Lord, the 
American translators, who, as far as we can judge, did their work well, 
were justified in changing the title. The author is a New Testament 
scholar and a Barthian. In the former capacity he belongs to the school 
which sponsors the so-called formgeschichtliche Methode of Gospel criti- 
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cism. His book Die Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition, the second 
edition of which appeared in 1931, is one of the chief works published 
by the exponents of this type of Gospel-study. Whoever has read the 
book just mentioned will not be surprised when he finds the author in 
the present work, though admitting the historicity of Jesus, denying or 
questioning the genuineness of numerous utterances attributed to Christ 
by the apostles, utterances on whose authenticity textual criticism does 
not throw a shadow of doubt. Hence the gospels are to him not only 
not infallible, but not even reliable human documents, and in his view 
it is only through careful sifting and the application of severe, sharp- 
cutting, critical canons that one can with some degree of certainty arrive 
at what Jesus actually said. It is with a sad heart that we report such 
an outrageous treatment of God’s holy Word. 

Strange to say, as a Barthian the author belongs to a school which 
in its teaching gives much prominence to the concept “Word of God.” 
In the book before us, it is true, this feature is not very evident. What 
are the chief elements in the message of Jesus according to Professor Bult- 
mann? The imminence of the Kingdom is proclaimed. A decision for 
adheience to the Kingdom is demanded, which decision is the same as 
repentance. The Kingdom can simply be described as eschatological de- 
liverance. It must be admitted, says Professor Bultmann, that Jesus 
had wrong notions about the Last Day and the Judgment, sharing the 
erroneous conceptions of His contemporaries. But He did not accept the 
futilities contained in the apocalyptic literature of the age, for instance, 
in 4 Ezra. But Jesus expected the Jewish nation to receive special honors 
in the new era. What is important, however, is not the “mythological” 
coloring of His terminology, but the core of His teaching: the call for 
a decision in view of the coming of the Kingdom. As for man, he is able 
to make the right choice when he has to decide whether to belong to the 
Kingdom or not.— Jesus accepted the Old Testament Scriptures, but in 
preaching the will of God, which has to be obeyed, He differentiates in 
the Scriptures between what is absolutely binding and what is less man- 
datory. He therefore does not view the Scriptures as a rule for us in 
every point. God intends men themselves to see what He requires of 
them, what in the Scriptures must be followed and what may be dis- 
regarded. Realizing that he is confronted with the necessity of a decision, 
a person will be able to determine which way his choice should fall. It is 
misunderstanding Jesus to think that He insists on our pauperizing our- 
selves, on celibacy, and fasting. — Like the Old Testament, Jesus insists 
on love toward the neighbor, not specifying at length what this implies, 
since everybody knows it. The view of Schweitzer and others that Jesus 
taught an interim-ethic, an ethic which was to obtain merely for what 
He erroneously supposed to be a short period, the time between the pro- 
mulgation of the message and the coming of the Judgment, is rejected 
by our author. Speaking of the conception of God which Jesus pro- 
claimed, Professor Bultmann holds that God was to Jesus both distant 
and close at hand, present and future — a matter quite self-evident to 
every Bible Christian. He concedes that Jesus accepted miracles and 
the efficacy of prayer, but he denies that faith meant to Jesus what it 
meant to Paul and John, a belief in the message of redemption. He af- 
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firms that Jesus by faith signified merely the trust, exhibited in par- 
ticular moments of need, that God is almighty and will help. On the 
question of sin Jesus taught, according to Professor Bultmann, that man 
is entirely helpless, a condemned creature, and has to rely on the pardon 
of God. That Jesus’ sacrifice is the foundation of the forgiveness of God 
is something that Jesus Himself did not teach, says Professor Bultmann, 
thus wounding the Christian religion in its very heart.— We have en- 
deavored to give the reader some idea of what this Barthian negative 
critic teaches. Quite sympathetically we may read those sections of the 
book in which a sickly sentimentalism, the tenets of a self-satisfied, easy- 
going religious Liberalism, and the false humanism, which glorifies the 
creature at the expense of the Creator, are branded as not representing 
the teachings of Christ. But on the whole its views are by the deepest 
chasm imaginable separated from Scriptural truth. For those who wish 
to acquaint themselves a little with the lines of thought and the termi- 
nology of Barthianism it may prove a welcome aid. W. ARNDT. 


Die Kirde: ihr Amt, ihr Negiment. Grundlegende Sake mit durcdhgehender 
BVezugnahme auf die Symbolifdhen Biicher der lutherifden Kirche. Bon 
Theodojius Harnad, wetland Doftor und ordentlidem Profeffor 
Der Theologie in Erlangen. MNiirnberg, 1862. Anaftatifcer Nachdrud. 
1934. ©. Bertelsmann, Giitersloh. 90 Seiten. Preis: M. 1.50. 


Im Geleitwort zur Neuherausgabe diefer Schrift heift eS: Wenn dies theo- 
logijdhe Schriftchen nach fieb3ig Jahren aufs neue erfceint, fo muk e8 fchon den 
AUnjprud erheben, un in unfern Kampfen und Miihen um die Kirche widhtige 


Dienfte 3u leiften.” Und wirklich) hat Th. Harnad, einer der wenigen, die ju 
feiner Zeit nachdriiclid) auf Luther hinwiefen, der auch gegen mance Ubweidhhung 
vom lutherifden Befenntni$ fraftig BeugniS ablegte, in diefem Biichlein auch 
unferer Zeit mandheS 3u fagen. C8 herrfdht nocd) immer Unflarheit in der Lehre 
pon der Kirche. Man hat noch nicht allerfeits gelernt, dak die Kirche nichts 
anbdereS ift als die Gemeinde der wahrhaft Glaubigen. Was die gegenwirtigen 
firdhlichen Kampfe und Wirren in Deutfdhland betrifft, fo follten die Deutfchen, 
Rolf und Fiihrer, fic) von Harnad fagen laffen, dah ,Hierarhismus und Auto- 
fratiSmus, legterer al8 Der cafareopapiftifdhe oder der dDemofratifde, diejenigen 
gormen der Verfaffung find, die Dem Wefen der reformatorifden Mirdhe wider- 
ftreben”, S. 79, dak peine folche Vermifdhung von Kirche und Welt, bei welcher 
fic) Der Wille der unterfchiedslofen Maffe der Namendriften ... gur Norm in der 
Kirche aufwirft”, S. 31, und ,jede Mittlerfdhaft der Kirche gu verwerfen ift, bei 
der fie, ftatt Dienerin Chriftt 3u bleiben, fic) 3u feiner autonomen Stell- 
bpertreterin und gur Herrin iiber die Glaubigen aufwirft", S25. Wor 
allen Dingen follte da8 jekige Gefchlecht, Kirchenvolf und RKirdhenfiihrer, fic) gu 
Herzen nehmen, was Harnad itber ,die pringipielle Verwirrung des Unionis: 
mus in feinen verfdhiedenen Stufen” (S.3) 3u fagen hat. Harnad will nidts 
davon wiffen, da alle RKirchen gleichberechtigt feien, dak die verfdiedenen Ron- 
fejfionen fic) gegenfeitig ergainjen, daf Gott die Berfchiedenartigfeit derfelben 
gewollt habe, dah fie alfo al8 Sdhweftern nebeneinander ftehen (Denominationa- 
li8muS) oder in ihrer Verfchiedenheit fid) gu einer Kirche gufammentun follen 
(auSgetoachfener Unionismus). Harnad proteftiert gegen ©. Stanges Sag: Die 
Mannigfaltigfeit und Cigenart der Konfeffionen hat aud im Zufammenhang der 
hriftlidben Kirche ihe Recht.” (Allgemeine Ev.-Luth. RKirchenjzeitung, 18. Juli 





76 Book Review. — Qiteratur. 


1930.) Gr fagt: »Die Gupere Cinheit ift gebroden, weil die innere feblt. 
Die Siinde hat die Trennung in Ronfeffionen verfchuldet.... Die 
Konfeffionen find getrennt, nicht weil fie ein verfdhiedenes Rirchentum oder je ein 
andereS donum haben, fondern weil fie im Wefen, im xvsdua, differieren’, 
S. 82f. Und den Lutheranern fagt er: »Die lutherifche Kirche fann von ihrem 
Glauben und ihrem Vefenntnis nights aufgeben,; ohne ihren 
apoftolifdhen Charafter aufjugeben und auf ihren Stumenifdhen Bez 
ruf gu verzidten. Der Unionismus will nidt die gentrale Stellung des 
lutherifden Glauben$ und Vefenntniffes zugeftehen und leugnet, dah fie die Kirche 
deS fchriftgemadfen Befenntniffes ift” (CS. 88.) Gewif, wir Lutheraner wollen 
Cinheit und Cinigfeit; wir wollen Union. Wie tann fie erreicht werden? Die 
lutherijde Kirche hat in folchem Kampfe die heilige Pflicht, . . . pofitiv die redte 
Union an ihrem Teil ermbgliden ju helfen. Sie hat 3u dem Ende nicht ein 
Neues gu fchaffen; ... fie hat nur das ihr inwohnende Pringzip und die Subftan; 
ihreS Glauben$ immer treucr, wahrer und voller durchjzufiihren.” (S.90.) Sie 
tragt das wahrhaft Eatholifdhe Cinheitsband der Kirche in fich.” 
(S. 84.) Méigen foldhe Sake in der Kirche Deutfehlands und Amerifas die twei- 
tefte Verbreitung finden! 

GS findet fic) nun aber auch, wie in der Theologie Harnads iiberhaupt, fo 
aud) in feiner Lehre bon der Kirche und dem Mirdenregiment mancdes BVerkehrte. 
Das ftimmt nist mit dem lutherifden Befenntni8, dak ,die Kirche fichtbar- 
unfidhtbarer Natur ijt”, dak ,mithin der wefentliden Kirhe Sidtbar- 
feit jufommt, nicht blof afgefforijd, jondern notwendig, nicht nur folge- 
weife, fondern urfpriinglidh” (S.16), dah ,Ddie wefentliche Kirche, wie fie 
Urtifel VIL der Wuguftana befchreibt, nicht blof eine unfichtbare ifty(S.37). Er 
hat nicht das Vefenntnis fiir fish, wenn et S.71 den, grundfaklidhen Bn- 
dDepenDdentismus — in der Form der fouverinen Gemeinde” verwirft. Und 
e8 ift Durchaus unlutherifch, Durchaus wider die Schrift, wenn er leugnet, dah die 
Uutoritét deS Kirchenregiments ,eine blof menjfchlic) begriindete, aus dem Willen 
der Gemeinde ftammende” ijt, fondern behauptet, Dak ,die Kirche damit den Boden 
der Ordnung und de$ vierten Gebots betritt”, dah fie ,alS verfafte eine 3u Recht 
beftehende, firdlide Obhrigfteit hat, der fie um Gottes willen Gehorfam 
fchuldig ift, foweit und fo lange, al8 diefelbe nad) dem Willen Gottes regiert”, 
da8 heift, nidts ,,contra evangelium“ feftfegt. (©. 80f.) Das ijt der alte, 
nod) heute fraftige Jrrtum, dak die firdlide Obrigheit in Mitteldingen gu be- 
feblen habe, dak, wie die Eltern und die Obrigkeit, fo aud) das RKirdenregiment 
gefekgebende Wutoritat hade. Jn diefer von Harnad vertretenen Unfit, dak 
dem RKirdenregiment in Sachen, die Gott freigelaffen hat, um de8 Getwiffens und 
Gottes willen Gehorjam jduldig fei, liegen die Wurgeln de$ bon Harnad in diefer 
Schrift fcharf befimpften Romanismus. Und er verficht feinen Sak, trokdem er 
felber erflart: ,€8 liegt Har am Tage, dak unfer Befenntnis dem Kircdhenregiment 
nut ein ius humanuin pinbdijziert.” (S. 72. 80.) Th. Engelder. 


King of the Jews. By Mary Borden. Little, Brown & Co., Boston. 306 
pages, 5144X8. With bibliography. Price, $2.50. 

Mary Borden (Spear), born in Chicago, is the wife of Brigadier Gen- 
eral E.L. Spear, who is now living in London and is devoting his time to 
British politics as a Member of Parliament. Mother of four children, she, 
during the World War, successfully managed a field hospital for the French 
army, receiving in due time as a just reward a number of distinguished 





Book Review. — Giteratur. 77 


French and British service and war medals (Legion of Honor; Croix 
de Guerre with star and palm; the Gilt Medal of Service de Santé; two 
other British war medals). Already before the war she had visited Pales- 
tine, studying zealously, yet critically the holy places where Christ lived, 
performed His Messianic ministry, and died. A second visit in the Holy 
Land, after the war, prompted her to add to her twelve previous, all rather 
large and well-received volumes, this present one. The purpose of her new 
project was to picture the Man Jesus so purely human that her readers 
could visualize Him as a real human being, divested of all supernatural 
elements, yet at the same time in such a manner that the later Pauline 
(Petrine-Johannine) Christological doctrine, a gradual development of 
course, could reasonably be explained. Setting about her task, Mrs. Spear 
studied every available source and then, largely on the basis of the four 
gospels, by a novel selective process, wrote her King of the Jews, vividly 
and ingeniously (from the viewpoint of imaginative reason), but with the 
result that her King of the Jews is not the divine-human Christ of the New 
Testament, but a Mary Borden fiction, a homo deus factus, especially 
through the efforts of Mary of Magdala, “an illiterate woman,” “brought up 
in a brothel,” “used by men as an animal,” “a dancing girl.” “famed for 
her devilish beauty,” “soliciting men in the bazaars,” etc. (We cite this 
to show what she does with Mary Magdalene; she does the same thing 
with Jesus to develop Him into a King of the Jews.) The book is skil- 
fully written, but it is just one more pernicious volume on the pseudo- 
religious book market that will keep unwary readers from seeing the 
divine-human Redeemer of the world as God Himself pictures Him in His 


Word, against which therefore a word of warning is in place. To this end 
this review has been written. J.T. MUELLER. 


Die Klaffifer der Neligion. Herausgegeben von Prof. Lic. theol. Gu ftav 
PRfannmiiller. Behnter und elfter Vand: ,Luther in Worten aus 
feinen Werfen.” Bon Martin Rade. VBandenhoed & Ruprecht, Git- 
tingen. XL und 402 Seiten 6X74. Preis: In Pappband gebunden, 
M. 4. 


Vor langer Zeit erfdien ein vierbindiges Werf, das fic) nicht felten in den 
Vibliothefen unferer alteren Paftoren und Profefforen fand, unter dem Titel 
nGeift aus Luthers Schriften”, eine ,Lutherfonfordang”, wie e8 auch vielfad) ge- 
nannt wurde. Bon Rationaliften herausgegeben, bot eS unter Stidworten in 
alphabetijdher Reihenfolge Lutheraus{priiche iiber die betreffenden Gegenftinde dar. 
G&S vermittelte oft Befanntfdhaft mit Luthers Gedanfen und Worten und wurde 
auc) ebenfo oft Unlaf, weiter in Luther vollftindigen Schriften nacdhzulejen. Bab 
habe mehr alS einen unjerer theologifc) weiterarbeitenden Paftoren getroffen, die 
grofe Stiice auf diefeS Werk hielten: Yofeph Schmidt, H. Lemfe und andere. An 
DiefeS Werk dachte ich, als ic) das obengenannte, fon vor einer Reihe von Jahren 
ausgegangene Werf mir naher anfah. Der Herausgeber ift ein befannter liberaler 
Theolog der Gegenwart, und feiner Theologie fann man in feiner Weife folgen; 
aber er hat viel Luther gelefen, auch eine Lutherbiographie gefdhrieben, und eine 
Frudt feines Lutherftudiums ift das vorliegende Werk, das der fiir gebildete Lefer 
beftimmten Biicherreihe ,Die Klaffifer der Religion” von Pfannmiiller eingereiht 
ift. Rade bemerft in der Vorrede: C8 ift doch fdon lange her, dak Luther lebte 
und fdrieb. Rein Wunder, dah feine Wrt un$ frembd geworden ift, in der Form 
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und oft auc) in der Sache. Man darf fagen, er ift unter den grofen Unbefannten, 
Die wie Die Sterne am Himmel unjerer Geifteswelt leuchten, einer der griften — 
und unbefannteften. Gewif, wer fennt und nennt ibn nicht? Wer weik nicht 
manches bon ihm? Aber ihn felbft?” (S. IX.) Cin wahres Wort, das auch in 
Umerifa gilt, aud) in unferer Synode. Wir nennen uns nach Luther, wir riih- 
men ihn, wir feiern fein Gedadtnis; aber wer lieft ihn, wer ftudiert ifn? Wir 
haben unjere grope Lutherausgabe, von der auch einzelne Bande abgegeben wer- 
Den; wir haben die vielen, wirflic) fdonen fleineren WuSgaben, die in unjern 
Zeitichriften von Beit gu Beit angezeigt werden; wir haben die gute englifce 
Holman oder Philadelphia Edition, wenn fie auch hauptfaiclid) nur reforma- 
tionShiftorijdhe Schriften bringt und die wid)tigen und trefflichen exegetifaden und 
homiletijden Schriften Luthers iibergeht; wir haben Luthers gewaltigfte Streit: 
{arift, De Servo Arbitrio, und jeinen unvergaingliden ausfiibrliden Kommentar 
gum Galaterbrief in guten, billigen englijchen Separatausgaben. 2A°ber two finden 
fie fich in PfarrerSbibliothefen und werden gelejen ftatt Der minderiwertigen, oft 
verfehrten, bedenfliden und jammerliden reformierten Literatur? Aus Anlap 
der im vorigen Yahrgang diefer Seitfdhrift erjdhienenen ,Kleinen Studien aus 
dem Galaterbrief’ fchrieb uns ein Glterer Paftor einer Grofjtadtgemeinde, der 
immer theologijc weiterarbeitet, dak diefe Urtifel ihn ,bewogen haben, Luthers 
groken Kommentar ordentlic) 3u ftudieren. ,Voila un homme!‘ Offenbar habe 
id) Luther bis jekt nocd) gar nicht recht gefannt”. Wber mehr als einmal find mir 
auch Urtifel und Schriften 3u Geficht gefommen aus Iutherifden RKreijen, aud) 
aus unfern Kreifen, in Denen die Verfaffer vor Verfehrtheiten, ja Sdhwairmereien 
bewabhrt geblieben waren, wenn fie fic) Durd) Luther Hatten aus der Schrift be- 
lehren laffen. Wie Luther auch in den die Welt jekt bewegenden fozialen, politi: 
fen und dfonomijfden Fragen fo Verniinftiges und Nichtiges gu fagen hat, fann 
Dem Lefer jo nebenbei D. Engelders Artifel in der lekten Nummer diejer Zeit{chrift 
pkirdhe, Staat, Obrigfeit, Volf, Raffe, Familie — und Gottes Wort” fagen. — 
Diefer Untenntnis Luthers will der Herausgeber deS vorliegenden Werfes ent- 
Gegentreten, indDem er nach einer vierz3ig Seiten langen Cinleitung Lauter Cuther- 
tworte Darbietet, und zwar teilS in gejchidtlicer, teils in fachlider AWnordnung. 
Und darin befteht der Wert diejfeS Buches. MWhnlic) wie in der obengenannten 
Lutherfonfordan3 finden wir alS Teile des Buches unter andern folgende: Der 
rechtfertigende Glaube; Um die wahre Kirche; Gott und Chriftus; vom Worte Got- 
teS; Taufe und AUbendmahl; Bergpredigt; Von weltliden Ordnungen (und diefes 
Kapitel zerfallt in: Che und Hausftand; Schule und Wiffenfdaft; Handel und 
Wandel; Obrigfeit und Webhritand; Vom Beruf); Gebet, Tod und ewiges Leben. 
Bch greife das lekte Rapitel heraus. Da fteht guerft — das Werk ijt eben fiir 
gebildete Laien beabfidhtigt — der Mtorgen- und Abendfegen aus dem Kleinen 
Katehismus, dann ein Wort ,Gott fieht und hirt uns” aus der RKirchenpoftille, 
cine UuSsfiihrung iiber die sweite Bitte aus Luthers ,Cine einfiltige Weife ju 
beten”, iiber die vierte Bitte aus dem Groen RKatehismus, Luthers Gebet auf 
dem Reichstag gu Worms, wie einer Luther beten hirte (Veit Dietrid) in einem 
Briefe an Melandhthon), ein Stofgebet, cin Wort iiber Erhirung aus den Tifch- 
reden und Luthers Erflarung des Amen. Das Kapitel iiber Tod und ewiges 
Leben hat folgende Sticdworte: TodeSangft und TodeStrok; Darf man vor an- 
ftedenden Kranfheiten fliehen?; Der Tod eine Erlifung; Vom Trauern iiber die 
Toten; Der Tod ein Schlaf; Vom nahen Siingften Tage; Cwige Vollendung; 
und den Schluk macht Luthers lekte Wufgzeichnung gwei Tage vor feinem Tode 
und fein eingig fchines Sterbelied ,Mit Fried’ und Freud’ id) fahr’ dahin’. 
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Peim Durdhblaittern diefeSs Buches blieb ic) immer Haingen, wie e8 eben einem 

geht, wenn man Luther Lieft. Mtan fann nidt von ihm loSfommen. Und in 

jeinen Werfen findet man dann nod) fdhinere Worte, alS hier mitgeteilt find. 
&. Firbringer. 


Lutheran Faith and Life. By M.Reu, D.D. The Lutheran Book Con- 
cern, Columbus, O. 160 pages, 544X734. Price, $1.00. Order 
through Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 

This book is intended to serve as a manual for the instruction of 
adult classes. It combines in what seems to the reviewer a very happy 
manner the Bible histories and the truths of the Catechism and brings 
out in a manner at once clear and perfectly natural the doctrine of the 
Trinity as one of the basic truths of the Bible. “To offer a comprehensive 
view of the history of our salvation is the purpose of the first twelve 
chapters of this book. The second half of the book offers an introduction 
into “faith and life as it should normally grow out of this revelation of 
God in sacred history; put, however, not in the terminology of dogmatics, 
but in that of the Catechism and in a form that will be easily intelligible 
and at the same time will appeal to the heart,” says the author in his 
preface. We believe that the author has successfully carried out his plan. 

The author states that he does not use dogmatical terminology. That 
does not mean that he neglects thoroughness of indoctrination. As far as 
we have read the book, his insistence on thorough indoctrination is appar- 
ent everywhere. A sample may show his style and at the same time offer 
an opportunity for a few remarks. On page 92 we read: “By means of 
such good news” (the Gospel) “He seeks to engender faith, justifying and 
saving faith, within us. We call this faith a justifying and saving faith. 
To rely on the omnipotence and goodness of God is also faith; but such 
faith cannot save the sinner from the wrath of the Almighty. When the 
Law, by uncovering sin, instils in the heart of man terror over his own 
corruption and God’s certain Judgment, neither the power nor the good- 
ness of God can offer comfort. While God is, beyond doubt, almighty and 
good, He is also holy and must therefore abhor, reprove, and condemn sin. 
Under such circumstances only He can help who has taken our sins upon 
Himself as His own, has suffered the penalty and satisfied the wrath of 
God. That One is Jesus Christ. All this He did for us by His sufferings, 
death, and resurrection. Therefore the only justifying and saving faith 
is the faith which trusts firmly that Jesus Christ has borne the penalty 
for our sins and has transformed the relation of wrath between God and us 
into a relation of peace and good will.” Very properly the author teaches 
the distinction between faith in God’s power and goodness and saving faith. 
In his definition of justifying faith we should rather have the last words 
read: “and has transformed God’s relation of wrath toward us into a 
relation of grace and peace toward us.” Without Christ’s work of redemp- 
tion the relation of wrath between God and man is a mutual one. On God’s 
part this relation of wrath toward man is through Christ’s redemptive 
work changed into a relation of peace and good will. On man’s part his 
relation of wrath toward God remains unaffected by Christ’s redemptive 
work; that relation of man’s hatred toward God is changed only by faith 
in the atoning work of Christ. The author’s words may be interpreted in 
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a manner which he would most assuredly not sanction, that the relation 
both of wrath and of peace and good will had been mutual even prior to 
conversion. One need but to read his remarks on the nature and punish- 
ment of sin, page 14, and the propagation of sin, page 17, to be convinced 
that this was not the meaning of the author. THEO. LAETSCH. 


Beauty for Ashes and Other Poems. By W.G. Polack. 56 pages, 
4X74. Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., Grand Rapids, Mich. 
Price, 40 cts. Order from Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 


This appealing little booklet contains some genuine lyrical verse, and 
it is mentioned here because twenty-seven of its forty-seven poems are of 
the religious variety, that is, sacred lyrics. There is much simple beauty 
in these verses, especially those connected with the festivals of the Church, 
and the lover of poetry will not only enjoy the reading of this booklet, 
but will most likely receive not a little edification from the study of many 
of its offerings. P. E. KRETZMANN. 


Report of the Eighteenth Regular Convention of the Norwegian 
Synod of the American Evangelical Lutheran Church. The 
Lutheran Synod Book Co., Bethany College, Mankato, Minn. 85 pages, 
6X914. Price, 30 cts. 

This report contains a very comprehensive survey and account of the 
work being done by our Norwegian brethren in their 65 parishes, with ap- 
proximately 8,000 souls, the reports of the Board of Regents of Bethany 
College and of the Home Mission Board being particularly valuable for the 
proper understanding of the work done. Three papers were read before 
the convention: Det evige liv (On Eternal Life), by Pastor John Hendricks; 
“Christian Education” (conclusion), by Superintendent P.T. Buszin of the 
Northern Illinois District of the Missouri Synod; and “The Christian’s 
Earthly Pilgrimage,” by Pastor C.J. Quill, all of which are truly instruc- 
tive and edifying. P. E. KRETZMANN. 
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